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f>n. ^ 

This book is intended to be an introduction to the 
study of Socialism. It is mainly historical and 
explanatory, not controversial. The* controversial 
literature of Socialism is enormous, the historical 
comparatively sijiall; and what there is of the latter 
sto]js short of the momentous events of recent years. 
The best historical works, moreover, deal only with 
paxt^ular countries. There is no comprehensive and 
connected account of Socia.Iism as an organised move- 
ment from its inception down to the present day. 

Yet, like other movements, it cannot be clearly 
understood unless studied by the historical method, 
which traces the course of events and sets out in 
proper sequence the development of ideas. At the 
same time this method of treatment is not colour- 
less. It subjects theory to the test of reality hy 
placing them side by side, which entails a certain 
amount of criticism by reason of the discrepancy 
between them. When theory is at variance with 
fac^s the explanation involves criticism of the theor}^ 
I assume that to-day, when Socialism has become 
more or less definite^ the leading political question 
in most countries — and very definitely indeed in our 
own — every intelligent person must wish to under- 
stand itT I am sure that many do. One of the 
m#st eminent of living thinkers wno has studied 
it — and come to an unfavourable conclusion— says 
To condemn witliout understanding is useless 
(Rudolf Eucken — Socialism : An Analysis), I 
would add that to approve without understanding 
is foolish. But a real understanding is not easily 
#xquired; it demands serious study, as all the 
ablest minds that hlhve attempted it have found. 
Socialism is«not a thing that can be understood bjj 
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the light of nature, though that is often the only 
light brought to bear upon it. Nor can it be mas- 
tered by runifing through a few partisan pamphlets or 
leaflets, even though they be on both sides. A back- 
ground of fuller knowledge, and paijticularly a know- 
ledge of facts, is needed to form a reasoned judgi5ent. 

I have here endeavoured to supply such a back- 
ground within a reasonable space. That piy 
principal object. I have an opinion of own and 
have expressed it, but that is not the main point. 
I want people to form their own opinions, "svhether 
they agree with min^. or not. At least the book will, 
I hope, be useful for reference in regard to organisa- 
tion, parties, programmes and persons. 

If readers who know something of the literature 
of the subject find here things that are new to them, 
besides much that is familiar, it is because this 
book is not a compilation from others, but a study 
of original sources, matured by many years of 
observation and reflection. ^ 

I have to thank Mr. George Dobson, who lived 
for over forty years in Russia and witnessed all 
the revolutions, being imprisoned by the Bolsheviks 
for no offence and robbed of all his property, for 
kindly reading through the chapter on I^shevism 
and giving me the benefit of his knowledge. ^ 

I have spared no pains to sgcure accuracy, but 
in a work containing so many details there ar 
sure to be errors, particularly in tlie latter chapters 
dealing with recent events, on which information 
is difficult to obtain, conflicting and uncertain. I 
shall be grateful for corrections. 

February 1935. A. SHADWELL. 



INTRODUCTION 

SoMj: preliminary observations on the complexity 
of the suh^ect are necessary to clear the way and 
explain the precise scope of this study. 

Taken in its full length and breadth, Socialism 
is" the most complicated, many-sided and confused 
question that ever plagued the minds of men. The 
confusion surrounding it is showm by the innumer- 
able definitions that have been, and still are being, 
offered to the world, and by the endless differences 
that divide Socialists into groups, and still more 
groups, in an interminable series of sub-varieties. 
Seventy-five years ago one of the most distingTiished 
Frgnch Socialists called it a hydra, because it had 
so many heads, and whenever it lost one two grew 
in the place thereof. He smdjhat it \ya not a 
definite doctrine, but a cpUectipn of very different 
ideas and doctrines which were often opposed to 
each other and in a state of lively antagonism. 
Tihat is not less true to-day. There has been som^e 
unification, but it has been followed by m^ore 
division ; some heads haVe fallen off, but others 
have grown. 

The confusion is due to several causes, and much 
of it can be dissipated by recognising them and 
!► allowing for them. 

In the first place. Socialism presents many 
diff&ent aspects. It may be approached from 

ix 
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the historical, the philosophical, the ethical, the 
economic, the juristic, or the political side. Stress 
is sometimes laid on one, sometimes on another of 
these, and all are open to endless variations. It 
has even been treated as a religiqp, and it does, 
in fact, resemble a religion in its pronenes^ to 
develop dogma, bigotry, intolerance and sectarian 
strife. It ranges in expression from a pi^cige 
programme of action to a vague and impalpable 
' atmosphere.’ To some it is a policy, to others 
a theory, to others agaihTt is only a broad aspira- 
tion and even a mere sentiment. This diversity 
makes it exceedingly elusive, and is of great advan- 
tage to Socialists in controversy, because it is 
always possible to shift the groimd and to say, 
when any particular aspect is criticised, that it 
is not Socialism. 

Jii the second place, even more diversity and 
tmcertaihty prevail with regard to aims and means. 
As to aims, some would go in one direction, jjut 
would travel different distances along it ; some 
would go in a quite different direction ; some 
would land eventually in a complete and rigid 
system of control; some in the abolition of aU 
control. But the sharpest divisions of all'concem 
means and methods, which vary from the mo»t 
gentle and gradual process of change to the sudden 
and unliniited use of the utmost violence. 

Besides all these differences between views bear- 
ing the same label, additional confusion is thrown 
upon the subject by the fact that Socialism ...has 
some features in common with certain other forms 
of thought and action which af^ yet quite distinct, 
l^t are often confounded with it. •The most 
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prominent of these are Christianity, State Actioi 
and Social Reforihr ’Opponents of Socialism often 
can measures' which they dislike ' rank Socialism,' 
though they have no objection to measures of 
the same type which happen to suit themselves* 
The Illation of Socialism to Communism, Anarchism, 
Syndicalism and all analogous abstractions is 
another common source of confusion. 

It is furtlj^er increased b}^ the practice of drag- 
ging in famous philosophers, moralists, religious 
teachers and imaginative dreamers of past ages, 
and writing them down Socialists, because they 
have said something in keeping with Socialism. 
When Plato and Jack Jones, St. Paul and Trotsky, 
Sir Thomas More and Tom Mann are tucked up 
together under the same blanket, labelled Socialism, 
it is impossible to say where such a verj^ elastic 
coverlet begins and ends. 

Finally, Socialism springs fiGm and expresses 
the most contrary primitive motives— love and 
hate,** greed and sacrifice, envy and pity, pugnacity 
and peaceability. It wears the badge of the 
gentle emotions, but makes most appeal to the 
destructive ones. In a book pubhshed in 1924 
under the title What is Socialism ? Mr. Dan Griffiths, 
the^ editor, has collected over 260 contemporary 
definitions of Socialism, which weU illustrate? the 
different ways of Iftol^g ^at the subject. The 
contributors, who are British with two or three 
exceptions, include nearly all the most prominent 
Socialists in the country. Socialism is described 

different writers as a religion, a faith, a philosophy 
of life, a theory of e-wolution, a step in evolution, 
an historical .necessity, an economic necessity, a 
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liew conception of society, an attitude towards 
life, practical Christianity, the Kingdom of God 
on earth, aci opportunity for self-expression, an 
economic system, an ethical code, a class straggle, 
a spirit, a theory of political . action, a theory of 
society, the opposite of IndividuSlism, a tendrency, 
democracy applied to industry, the science of 
minding our own business, a body of economic, 
political and social doctrine and ^iloso^jf, a 
scientific theory, man's mind developea, a criticism, 
a feeling, an ethical-religious mass movement, a 
system of political organisation, science wedded 
to art, common sense, a theory of national and 
municipal housekeeping, mankind functioning in 
;the spiritual plane, a collective consciousness 
in humanity, the antithesis of Capitalism, the 
pohtical and social faith of all sensible men — 
besides many other things. The list clearly shows 
how different aspeftts appeal to different minds and 
temperaments. The formulas supplied by the most 
eminent or prominent contributors must be ^ven 
in full. 


J. Ramsay MacDonald 

‘No better definition can be given in general 
terms than that it aims at the organisation of the 
material economic forces of society and their con- 
trol by the human forces ; no better criticism of 
Capitalism can be made than that it aims at 
the organisation of the human n forces of socieW 
and their control by the ^onomic and matenau 
forces.* 
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E. Vandervelde 

'What matters at present is not so much to give 
a new and original definition of Socialism, but 
rather to find a definition upon which ail Socialists 
can ^gree. Front that point of view, and with 
that object, one can say that Socialism means the 
organisation of the workers for the conquest of 
pohticJfid power for the purpose of transforming 
capitalist pi¥;perty into social property/ 

Philip Snowden 

'Socialism is a system of iifdustrial and social 
organisation, where the common needs of individuals 
will be supplied by the organised co-operative 
efforts of society, instead of the present competi- 
tive S3/"stem, wiiere such needs are, in the main, 
supplied by individuals competing to supply them 
from the m^otive of individual pyofit. The Socialist 
organisation involves the collective owmership of the 
productive and distributive capital employed in 
the socialised businesses. The method of manage- 
ment of socialised concerns will be by the ablest 
and best qualified m-en, under the democratic 
direction of the community/ 

Sidney Vv-ebb 

'Socialism is not •a s^’stem, but a conception of 
society. Its two fundamental ideas are (i) the 
substitution, as the motive for the fulfilment of 
function, of public service for profit-making ; and 
the allocation of the differential surpluses 
that we call rent ani interest, not to private gain, 
but fo the ^common good. The instruments for 
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the gradual social transformations thus involved 
are (i) collective ownership ; (2) collective regula- 
tion ; (3) collective taxation ; (4) collective pro- 
vision — the whole under the direction of democracy, 
industrial and political.’ 

Max Beer 

' Socialism in its various phases consists of ^ bpdy 
of doctrines and precepts indicating jud urging a 
process of reconstructing society on the principle 
of national ownership of the material means of 
production and (;pmmunal relationship between 
men. If democracy means the government of the 
political affairs of the people by the people and for 
the people, then Socialism may be defined as the 
control of the means of production of the people 
by the people and for the people.’ 

To these I will Md one (American) non-Socialist 
definition : ' Socialism is an attempt to legislate 
unsuccessful men into success by legislating success- 
ful men out of it/ 

It must, I think, be admitted that to see one’s 
way clearly through aU this confusion, to dis- 
tinguish the essential from the accidental or 
secondary or irrelevant, to differentiate Socialism 
from«other things having an affinity or resemblance 
to it, to put the ideas preseiSted in their proper 
places in relation to each other and the whole — 
in short, to master the multitudinous intricacies 
of the subject and come to a reasoned conclusion, 
is a task of no little difficulty. Everyone who ha^ 
attempted it with an open imind has found it so. 
A few catch-words and piirases, a f^w superficial 
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arguments, which are the common equipment on 
both sides, are quite inadequate and soon exhausted ; 
prejudice and passion merely blind the sight and 
distort the judgment. Yet these are the guides 
generally employed ; they lead to bitter and barren 
conl^oversj^ but •not to understanding. 

A difficult subject cannot be mastered in that 
way. It may suffice for the Socialist, who is always 
attacMng and vffiose most powerful weapon is 
an appeal flj passion ; but even he has eventually 
to justify his case by reasoned arguments before 
the court of public opinion, for which understand- 
ing is needed. Victory in sober argument goes 
to the man who has the most thorough mastery of 
the subject. The question is how best to acquire 
it in the circumstances explained above. 

What is needed to find the way out of the con- 
fusion is a clue to the maze, which will take the 
inquirer past false openings and» by-paths and lead 
to the centre, from which all the windings can be 
cleariy seen. The best way to find such a clue is 
not to begin with arguments, but to follov/ the 
advice of Aristotle^ and take Socialism at its origin, 
note the conditions in which it arose, the meaning 
given to it, and the objects in view. This should 
give us a clear and definite starting point, from 
wMch later developments can be traced, and^ome 
basic conceptions ont which .others can be built. 

But what was the origin of Socialism ? Are we 
to go back to prehistoric man (about whose social 
life' oiir knowledge is pure assumption), Plato’s 
Republic^ the Essenes, the early Christians and all 

i * In any inquiry the best v?hy to obtain a clear 'view is to start from 
the beginning and observe the course of events’ [Politics, ii.). 
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the rest? I tliink not. However interesting it 
may be to study these things and note points of 
resemblance ^between them and Socialism, they 
can all be put aside, \rhat we are concerned with 
is the conscious and concerted movement, which 
had a definite and recognisable beginning a huijdred 
years ago and has run a continuous, though 
chequered and disjointed course ever since, down 
to this day. This, and this alone, is Socialism in 
the proper sense of the word. It wa<?, no doubt, 
led up to by previous phenomena — by particular 
utterances, speculations and proposals, for ideas 
precede movements — even by isolated and 
ephemeral experiments. Everything has a past, 
which can be traced backwards to infinity, and 
Socialism is no exception. But what we are study- 
ing is the living present, the thing before us ; and 
it is a more than sufficiently complex problem in 
itself without putting in odds and ends from the 
remote past that have only an intellectual connec- 
tion with it. To begin with its birth as a living 
thing will be quite enough. But how are we to 
determine when Socialism in this sense was bom ? 
By the appearance of the term. Yvhen any move- 
ment, doctrine or cult becomes fairly established, 
it takes or is given a name, and conversely when 
a nesy nc?me appears it signifies the arrival on <the 
scene of a new idea. Their appearance is seldom 
quite simultaneous; tile coming of the distinctive 
term usually occurs when the idea has had a little 
time to establish i'c^^elf and to gather some disciples 
round its creator. But the one follows the other 
closely enough to give us an approximately exao4t- 
date and ihc pre^^ent study will begin with that. 
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ORIGIN AND MEANING OF SOCIALISM 

Soci/Jlism, an organised and ccntinuons move- 
ment, was born simulta-neoush', but independenthv, 
in England and in France just loo 3'ears ago. In 
fact, if I had to fix a precise date I should name 
the 3’ear 1S24, v/hich was marked hy the occurrence 
of se^'eral striking events. It witnessed, in Eng- 
land, the foundercion of the I.ondon Co-operative 
Society, which was the first definitely Socialist 
organisiition ; the foundation (in America) of the 
Owenite colony of New Harmony ; the repeal of 
the Combination Acts, which legalised trade unions ; 
and the publication of Wiliia.m Thompson's In- 
quiry into the Principles of the Distrihiiiion of Wealth, 
which laid the foundation of the economic theorj’ 
of Socialism ; in France the founding, shorth' 
before the death of Saint-Simon, of the school of 
Socialism which bore his name a.nd was the first 
French concerted elYort to start the movement. 

f think these events together establish the uaim 
of 1S24 to be considered the starting point ; but 
of course, there can be no minute precision in such 
a matter, and it is open to am^one to prefer another 
date. Kirkiip, in his History of Socialism, sug- 
gests 1817, in which some noticeable ideas were 
put forward ; but tkese were isolated and not 
nearlwso significant as the events mentioned above, 
Bm i 
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or so closely connected with subsequent develop- 
ments. However, it matters little ; the period 
is more important than the particular year, and the 
main fact is that Socialism was born in the years 
following Waterloo. I will come^ presently to the 
appearance of the term and the meaning attsKihed 
to it after revievdng the conditions in which the 
movement began. 

They present a remarkable combination 8f cir- 
cumstances. We can appreciate many of them 
to-day because we are experiencing the same. The 
nations had emerged from the war in an exhausted 
and impoverished state. The war itself, which 
had lasted for twenty-two years and been mtensi&ed 
from time to , time by . minor intercurrent wars, 
had thrown economic life into utter confusion, 
which was redoubled by the sudden change to 
peace. Heavy national debts, high taxation, dis- 
ordered exchanges'^ depressed trade, high prices, 
low wages, unemployment and distress unrelieved 
save by charity and the poor law — these were the 
order of the day. In accounts of social conditions 
at this period, sufficient weight is never allowed 
to the efiects of the war ; but we can see from our 
present experience, which is very similar, how 
great they must have been. The acute and wide- 
spread distress that then prevailed, and the dis- 
content aroused by it, were dtfe more to that cause 
than to any other. Whenever trade took a good 
turn and the tension relaxed the troubles died dovm. 

In particular, the economic dislocation caused 
by the war accentuated the evils connected with 
the great expansion of ind«istry, through power 
machinery, which had then been iiv progress for 



ORIGIN AND MEANING OF SOCIAUSM 3 


a generation or two and is commonly called the 
' industrial revolution ' — a term first used, by the 
way, by Napoleon at St. Helena tc/ indicate the 
supersession of agriculture by industry, not of 
hand processes by machinery. So long as trade 
was •good the latter was welcomed, and indeed 
brought great prosperity, except to w^eavers. It 
created new industries, even more than it trans- 
form^ olc^ ones. It enabled young people to 
marry more freely, and so led to a rapid increase 
of population and a rising standard of living. Had 
it not been for the war, the ma-^erial benefits w^ould 
have exceeded the disadvantages, as eventually 
they did. It w’as the development of industry, 
and particularly of metallurgy and mechanical 
engineering, which gradually extricated us from 
the economic slough left by the war. Even the 
weavers got over their depression at last. I recently 
met an old gentleman, a retired Lancashire weaver, 
whose father had been a weaver before him and 
had* lived through the transformation. He told 
me that at one time his father was paid 2s. 6 d. for 
weaving i lb. of yam, and at a later date only got 
2\d. for the same output, but that he earned more 
at the lower than at the higher rate. 

Nevertheless, the industrial development of the 
tiiSe, and the rise of modem Capitalism (as^t is 
now called) associate therewith, entailed real evils 
peculiar to itself and independent of the economic 
troubles caused by the war, which indeed 
accentuated, but did not create them. It 
enormously increased wealth production, aiid 
opened up iiew 'wayi of becoming rich to those 
who (^uld take advantage of them, who were the 
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owners of the new means of production. It created 
aTarge class of new rich, and the disparity between 
them and the wage-earners whom they employed 
was heightened by the fact that most of them 
belonged to the same class anc^. had themselves 
been wage-earners. The assumption, madd" by 
Marx and written into Socialist literature at large, 
that the employers were already rich men who 
set out to take advantage of the poor ^ erroneous. 
Some were yeomen, who were not a rich class, but 
inquiry into the origin of any large concern started 
at that time leads,j.in the great majority of cases, 
to a workman at the far end — an exceptionally 
capable, industrious and ambitious workman, and 
generally also a hard man. Such men, who began 
in a small way and did not spare themselves, were 
the greatest oppressors of their fellows ; they saw 
no harm in it, havmg always been wont to take aU 
they could get. An anecdote related m the Cotton 
Factory Times, the trade union journal for that 
industry, reveals their mentality. A miU-o'TOer 
of this class received a deputation, which asked 
for a rise of wages and reminded him that when 
he was a workman himseK he always got as much 
as he could. "" Yes, and you ought to know I haven't 
altered yet," was his reply ; it effectually silenped 
the ^deputation, which sadly withdrew. In his 
place they would have done^ the same. If any 
evidence is needed, the testimony of the Poor Man's 
Guardian, the Daily Herald of that time, should 
be enough : 

*How many individuak have been known 
to raise themselves to the greatest heights of 
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affluence, rank and station in society ; 3^et it 
is invariablj?' the case that such men are greater 
t3/rants and oppressors of that clasS from v/iiich 
they sprang than those who were bom in affluence/ 

Tifat was written in 1S31 and later experience 
confirmed the tendency. The annual report of the 
Amalgamated Society of Engineers for 1855 
observes : ^ We have found that when a few of 
our own members have commenced business hitherto 
they have abandoned the Society and conducted 
the \vorkshops even worse tha^ other emploj^ers/ 
[The Hisiotj ■ of Trade Unionisrti, hy Sidney and 
Beatrice Webb, p. 207). And right down to the 
present daj' we have the same obser\^ation. So 
lately as Augast 1923 a correspondent of the Daily 
Herald wrote, in reference to the class war : ' I 

hav^e learned that the hardest emploj^ers are those 
who have been wage-earners themselves.' 

It was this class in particular that took advantage 
of “file rapid development of machine industry, 
and grew rich and powerful. The\?' were ' self- 
made men.' The ironmaster and manufacturer 
from the industrial North and the Midlands became 
a recogiised ty'pe, and were alwa\"3 represented 
as^very rough diamonds. Owning the mills and 
factories, they had great power o\’er the worklhen, 
which many abused*. ’ There is no doubt about 
the oppression and hardship, particularly in the 

'*■ A note by Saint-Simon, in liis T.citcrs from a Resident in Geneva 
to Iris ContenirAr/aries, is worth repealing in this connection. He T.'Cgs 
the reader to ponder this observaiion : * The owners command the 
i\oii-owiiers, not because they possess the properties, but they possess 
the properties and they conWiand bi-ftiuse, taken collectively, they 
ha\'e" more iiiLcliigonce 'than the non-owners ’ iCLitvres — Leitres cTiin 
Hahitaiif de p. Z7)- 
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first quarter of the nineteenth century, when com- 
bihation was illegal. The employers ruthlessly 
beat down wages when trade was bad, resisted 
demands for advances when it was good, discharged 
their men without compunctioi^ when it suited 
them, imposed excessively long hours on wCmen 
and children as well as on men, resorted to fines 
and truck and other devices. The effect of these 
practices was greatly heightened by tjje abnormal 
troubles foEowing the war and mentioned above. 
It was in these material circumstances that Socialism 
was bom. It represented a reaction against the 
existing misery and oppression. 

It was at the same time a revolt against the 
current theories of political economy, which were 
aU in favour of the industrial development and 
against any interference with it. This was a third 
circumstance which combined to make the period 
exceptional. Polihcal economy had recently be- 
come a very influential and authoritative branch 
of thought, and the importance attached fo it 
marked the passing of Western civilisation into 
a new stage, in which material conditions took 
precedence of all others, and their improvement 
became the recognised ideal of the time. The Age 
of Reason gave place to the Age of Wealth, ^d 
poliScal economy, as the science of wealth, acquired 
authority. The orthodox ecdhomic theory of the 
day was that 'oi'laissez fdire, or letting things alone, 
the theory that free individual enterprise and free 
competition — otherwise free trade — would produce 
the best results through the play of natural forces 
and the survival of the bestf It was itself a reac- 
tion against overstrained State control, and was 
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put forward in the middle of the eighteenth century 
in France, where control had become intolerably 
oppressive and injurious, by the Fraiich school of 
economists called the Physiocrats. ‘ But it w^as 
Adam Smith's famous work. The V/ealth of Nations, 
pu])iished in 177I5, that gave the theory’' the com- 
manding infiuence it soon acquired. It Vva.s right 
up to a certain point, but its advocates were too 
sangifine and too partied, as advocates of new theories 
usually are. They expected too much from it 
and overlooked the dravv-backs. They did not 
foresee that free enterprise and free competition, 
based on the principle of indiviSualism, would have 
the results indicated above, which became so 
glaringly obvious in the years after Waterloo and 
led to' the reaction signalised by the appearance 
of Socialism. 

have an admirable and impartial witness in 
Sismondi, who first formally challenged the economic 
doctrine of laissez faire, though he was not a Social- 
ist.^ tie had been a disciple of Adam Smith, but 
observation and study in several European countries, 
and particularly in England, convinced him that 

1 The foup.'iera and Ic-adcrs of the school were essentially refonuers, 
higii-ininded and disinicrc-steu men, whose motive was relief of the 
poor and oppre=5cd. The inosi famous of them were (^iiosnay, whose 
genius raised him from the politic -.n of an obscure luedical practiiioner 
tot'O the trusted adviser of the King, and Turgot, the eTulnent^tates- 
inan. 'Ihi-y tiia not invent the expression laissez faire^ which had been 
used by Colbert {Coyapics htudns dcSInsldut, xxxix. 93). 

2 J. C. L. do Sisiuondi (i775-iS.t2b historian and economist; bom 
at Geneva, of an iilustrious Italian family, which had migrated to 
h ranee in 1524 and iheru.-o to Sv.’itzeriand in the following century. 
Ih'ouglit up to business at Lyons, he turned his attention to economies, 
studied in Hngland and Itcdy, as well as in France and Switzerland, 
His writing atiracted notice, ’and he was offered the Chair of roiitical 
Economy at Wilria, but declined it. Studied political science and 
history. * Wrote a Hizinry */ the Italian Republics and a Histn-ry of\ 
France^ both classics to this day, besides numerous other worlis. 
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there was something wrong with the theory of free 
and unrestricted competition, which had not worked 
out as its advocates predicted. He recognised 
the great achievements of industrialism, but also 
perceived its ill effects, which he described and 
examined in a work entitled ISTew Principles of 
Political Economy, published in 1819. In this 
work, and in other shorter essays, he anticipated 
the leading ideas about the evolution of Capifalism 
elaborated by Marx nearly thirty ye^s later in 
Das KapitaL One might quote pages, but a few 
references must suffice. He argued, from actual 
conditions, that the'^ principles of unrestricted com- 
petition must tend to depress labour by forcing 
economy in production, which entailed either getting 
a larger output with the same labour, or the same 
output with less labour, or getting labour cheaper, 
which was effected by surplus hands being thrown 
on the market ; and that every discovery and 
improvement — all progress in manufacture — ^tended 
thus to reduce the value and reward of labour. 

'The fundamental change which has taken 
place in society, amidst this universal struggle 
created by competition, is the introduction of 
the " proletary '' among human conditions, the 
name of whom, borrowed from the Romans,'^is 
ancient, but whose e^dstence^is quite new. . . . 
It may almost be said that in modem times the 
community hves at the expense of the proletary, 
on that share of the remuneration of his labour 
which it deducts from him. . . . The more 
wealth is accumulated in a sjngle hand the cheaper 
can it execute the work it has undertaken. , 
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This principle, which creates an abyss betwe- n 
extreme opulence and extreme poverty, apphes 
equally to all industrial labour, and it gradually 
drives every^vhere out of the field that happ}^ 
independence, that happy mediocrity, which was 
long the object of the wishes of the wise. . . . 
In England it is only by the immensity of capitals 
that manufacturers prosper. It is only where a 
mafiufacturer has much credit at his disposal 
that there is economy in the power of machines, 
in their durability, in the inspection of the work- 
people, in scientific works, in responsibility, in 
facilities of sale. Great workshops competing 
with small ones, have in every market an advanr 
tage in proportion to size.' 

Here we have in outline the whole system of 
Marxian economics — ^wealth produced by labour, 
which is defrauded of its rightfui share by capitalist 
employers ; creation of propertyless proletarians ; 
concentration of capital ; small concerns crushed 
by large ones ; abyss between rich and poor ; the 
rich growing richer, the poor poorer. This is virtu- 
ally identical with the preamble to the Erfurt Pro- 
gramme’ of 1891, but written seventy-three years 
before, when Marx w^as in the cradle. Sismondi 
alSo propounded the theory of surplus value, '^hich 
is the keystone of •the Marxian analysis. Rent, 
interest and profits, he said, are nothing but ' the 
surplus of the value of what labour has produced 
above the advances that have been made to produce 
it.' 

I dwell upon him ^partly because he is usually 

^ See page 57. 
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ignored, but mainly because he was writing at the 
very time with which we are dealing, and being a 
competent, judicious and disinterested observer, 
with no leaning to Socialism, though deeply sym- 
pathetic towards poverty and suffering (no one has 
pleaded more eloquently for the poor), he reveals 
better than anyone else the reaction against the 
doctrine of laissez faire and the reasons for it, out 
of which Socialism took its rise. T^e interval 
between the first edition of his New Principles (1819) 
and the second (1826) covered the date we have 
chosen, and in the preface to the second edition 
he says that during that time facts had fought in 
his favour and had proved that the theories he 
challenged, 

' Wherever they were put in practice, served 
well enough to increase material wealth, but 
that they dimfnished the mass of enjoyment 
laid up for each individual ; that if they tended 
to make the rich man more rich, they also n^ade 
the poor man more poor, more dependent and 
more destitute. Crises utterly unexpected have 
succeeded one another in the commercial world ; 
the progress of industry and opulence has not 
saved the operatives w^ho created this opulence 
frmn unheard of sufferings. ... I have seen 
production increasing, whilst enjoyments were 
diminishing. ... I have shown that that 
equilibrium among the gains of rival occupa- 
tions, on wliich modern economists have founded 
their calculations, has never been attained, 
except by the destruction lOf fixed capital and 
the mortality of workmen engaged in a losing 
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manufacture ; that although the invention of 
machines, which increase the power of man, 
may be a benefit to humanity, yfct the unjust 
distribution which we make of profits obtained 
by their meaijs changes them into scourges to 
thfe poor/ 

The case is clear. What he describes was going 
on wfien Ijp wrote, and when Sociahsm made its 
appearance. It was, I repeat, a reaction — an 
extreme reaction — against the then economic order. 
Moreover, the classical economists themselves sup- 
plied arguments for the revolt in the theory that 
' labour ' produces all wealth and all value. This 
is the labour theory of value, on which the economic 
arguments for Socialism have always been based. 
It was first suggested in the seventeenth century, 
but was more precisety and authoritatively stated 
by Adam Smith and applied dogmatically by 
Ricardo, whose Principles of Political Eco?iomy, 
pulJlished in 1817, provided Socialists with an 
inexliaustible text. Chapter I is headed by the 
statement : 

' The value of a commodity, or the quantitj^ 

. ^of any other commodity for which it will exchange, 

, depends on the relative quantity of labour which 
is necessary for its production, and not on the 
greater or less compensation which is paid for 
that labour.' 

A fallacy lies concealed in the ambiguity of the 
word ' labour.' Originally it meant in this connec- 
tion kincjs of work or effort, and in that sense 
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it is true that all wealth is produced by labour, 
if the share of nature be assumed. But this mean- 
ing was nari^Dwed down, by loose usage and con- 
fused thinking, to the particular kind of work 
commonly called manual labour, and, read in that 
sense, the axiom implied a gross injustice to mamual 
labour, which produced everything and received 
only a small share of the product. It was so read 
by Socialists, and not by them only^ Sisfhondi 
was evidently deceived by it. The air of scientific' 
exactness assumed by Ricardo lent it great authority 
and consequently it^played a large part in stimulat- 
ing the revolt against the existing order. To the 
actual suffering of the time it added a cry of in-; 
justice based on the teaching of the highest economid 
authority. 

In addition to all this, other contemporary 
currents of thought swelled the stream in the same 
direction. One w^s the humanitarian movement 
and the celebrated principle of ‘ the greatest happi- 
ness of the greatest number ’ then in vogue ; another 
was the ferment left by the French Revolution, 
which still pervaded men's minds and inclined 
them to seek a remedy for present distresses in 
large changes and a new order. This influence 
was naturally stronger in France than in England, 
and -^Socialism was commonly regarded by its 
advocates there as a c^^mpletion of the work of 
the Revolution for emancipation, liberty and 
equality. In England, on the other hand, stress 
was chiefly laid on the purely economic side of the 
" question, on account of industrial conditions. 

To sum up. Socialism repres^^nted a revolt against 
actual material conditions, a reaction^ agains<t the 
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theory that went with them, and at the same time 
a demand for greater economic equality and more 
liberty for the employed in their relations with 
employers. It was primarily and essentially an 
economic movement ; economic conditions formed 
the (Sore and heart of it. If there had been no poor 
or rich there w^ould have been no Socialism. 

We can now go on to the name coined to designate 
this ifiovenjent, and the meaning attached to it 
by those who coined it. Here it is necessary to 
distinguish between the terms ' Socialist ' and 
' Socialism,' w^hich had a different origin ; one 
w^as coined in England, the other in France. The 
facts having been repeated^ mis-stated in one 
book after another, it is desirable to be particular 
about them ; and all the more because the inquiry 
gives us two illuminating conceptions. The earlier 
of the two was ‘ Socialist,' which was coined in 
England not long after the year ^824. The earliest 
use of it in print that has yet been discovered was 
in the Co-operative Magazine for November 1S27. 
The discoverj^ was made by Mr. Max Beer, when 
searching the files of early Socialist periodicals 
for his History of British Socialism, published in 
1919. The Co-operative Magazine was the organ 
of the London Co-operative Society, which has 
been mentioned above as having been founded in 
the 5^ear 1824. It appears* to have been an intel- 
lectual society something like the Fabians. Mr. 
Beer suggests that the word w’^as coined in the 
debates the society was in the habit of holding, 
and no doubt he is right. The subjects of these 
debates which he qiK)tes reveal the influence of 
the ORirrents^ of thought indicated above ; they 
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include, among other things, the responsibility of 
individual competition in the production and 
distribution of wealth for the moral and physical 
iUs that afHicted mankind ; the right of the labourer 
to the whole produce of his labour, and the reasons 
for the poverty and wretchedness of the prt»duc- 
ing classes. With regard to the word ' Socialist ' 
and its meaning I quote Mr. Beer : 

c 

‘ In a footnote to a communicafion of the 
Brighton co-operators the editor of the Co- 
operative Magazine observes that the value of 
a commodity consisted both of present and past 
labour (capital or stock), and the main question 
was whether it is more beneficial that this 
capital should be individual or common.'' Those 
who argued that it should be in the hands of in- 
dividu^ employers were the modem political 
. economists of th^t3q)e of James Mill andMalthus, 
while those who thought it should be common 
were '' the Communists and Socialists." ' r 

It is a remarkable fact that at the very outset 
of the movement we should get this clear statement 
of the aim of Socialism as the common or public 
ownership of capital ; for this is precisely its aim 
to-day. It is the one thing on which the various 
sect# agree, the ultimate residue distilled, so'^to 
speak, from all the theorising and discussion and 
argument of a hundred years. AU demand the 
abolition of. privately owned industrial and com- 
mercial capita and its transference to public owner- 
ship. They do not demand the abolition of capital or 
of private property, as many ar^i-Socialists commonly 
suppose, but the abolition of private^ property in 
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capital, that is, in the means of production, 
distribution and exchange, to use the full formula. 

This conception of Socialism is simple, precise, 
concrete and practical, whether feasible and desir- 
able or not. And it is wholly economic. Time 
has proved it to 1)e the central principle, the real 
core of the movement. All the other aspects are 
secondary, they represent arguments in its favour 
historJtal, e&ical, juristic, political. If the central 
idea is cleany grasped, they fall into their places 
around it, and the whole subject is greatly simplified. 
If that conception had been firmly held all through, 
what a mass of verbiage, misunderstanding, vain 
controversy and contention might have been 
avoided ! But it was soon overlaid with all sorts 
of fantastic additions and sank out of sight in a 
cloud of confusion. The next definition of a . 
Socialist to be found in the^Iiterature bf'that time , 
occurs in the Poor Man's Gua'Mian in 1833, and ' 
describes him as one who " preaches of community 
of gbods, abolition of crime and punishment, of 
magistrates and marriage.' If the public acquired 
confused and erroneous notions about the 'move- 
ment, the fault lay with Socialists who mixed up 
extraneous and irrelevant matters with the real ob j ect . 

The simple formula did not emerge clearly again 
iidbi the welter of theory and argument until it 
was rediscovered wi4h mugh labour by Professor 
Schaffle nearly fifty years later, in the second 
period of Socialism. He stated it in his Quint- 
essence of Socialism, published in 1874 trans- 
lated into English in 18S9. The first, thing. needed, 
he said, * in view of Jthe confused state of public 
opinion,' was a precise knowledge of the essence 
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and aims of the Socialistic reconstraction of society. 
He pointed out that it was essentially an economic 
question and defined the real aim of Socialism to be : 

" To replace the system of private capital by 
a system of collective capital, tlfat is, by a method 
of production which would introduce a unified 
(social or collective) organisation of national 
labour, on the basis of collective or cemmon 
ownership of the means of productidTi by all the 
members of the society/^ 

This is more verbose than the statement of 1827, 
but adds nothing material to it and even contains 
less, for .the editor of the Co-operative Magazine 
got in the conception of capital as accumulated 
past labour, which is often and erroneously attri- 
buted to Marx. Schafile, it should be noted, was 
writing in no hostile spirit ; his object was to get 
at the heart of Sdcialism and explain it as clearly 
as possible. Such was the confusion of thought 
enveloping the question that it took him yeafs of 
study to disentangle the idea expressed above. 
The leaders of the international movement, he 
said, and especially Marx, were very cautious in 
enunciating their positive programme ; but ' every 
intelligent reader and logical thinker will recognise 
in the above statement the fundamental idea and 
aim of Socialism.' , ^ 

I have introduced this reference here somewhat 
out of place, because the parallelism shows the 
continuity of thought bet\veen the first and second 
phases of Socialism, and the true place in the 
movement of the former, which has been unjustly 

' Quiniesse7ice of Socialism, p. 3, r 
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depreciated to increase the glorj?* of the latter. As 
a matter of historical fact all the cardinal ideas 
and arguments brought forward in the second 
phase had been propounded in the first. 

I pass on to tljp origin of the word ' Socialism.' 
This •was coined independently in France a little 
later, about the year 1S30. Its author was Pierre 
Leroux, who repeatedly declares that he invented 
the teTm, ^nd whose claim was not disputed by 
contemporary writers.^ Leroux w^as one of the 
most thoughtful and original writers of the period, 
and a very interesting figure.®^. He belonged to 
the Saint-Simonian school, to be described in the 
next chapter, but to the moderate, not to the more 
extravagant wing of it ; and it w^as to the extreme 
views of the latter that he originally applied the 
word ' Socialism ' in a disapproving sense. He 
protested against its general application to the 
whole school and particularly to his own views. 

Writing in 1S50 he says: 

♦ ■ 

" When I invented the term ' Socialism ' as the 

^ Kirkup’s statement that the word ‘ Socialism ’ was coined in 
England and borrowed from there by Reybaud, ‘ as he himself tells 
us in his w^-ll-known work Reforniaieurs moaernes,^ is a string of 
mistakes. It was not coined iii England, Reybaud does not say "that 
he borrowed it, nor is that the correct title of his book. U'hat he 
saysjjs that he had the unhappy honour of introducing the word 
Socialist into the French language. 

“Pierre Leroux (1798-1871^ born n^ar Paris of an artisan family. 
The death of his father compelled him to go to work at an early age 
to support the family. Having worked first as a mason and later 
as a compositor he founded in 1S30, with a partner, a daily newspaper 
named Le Globe, which through his instrumentality became at the 
beginning of 1S31 the organ of the Saint-Simonian sect or church, 
as they called it, of Socialism. Leroux was one of the few early 
’Socialists who had been a workman. He first, with his friend Jean 
Reynaud, pointed out the diviswn of society into ‘ bourgeoisie ’ and 
‘ proletariat * and so furnished Marx with the formula for the class- 
war, thoiHg^h Lerou^ himself did not preach it. See Chapter vii. 

Cm 
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antithesis to “ Individualism 'U did not expect that 
twenty years later it would be applied in a general 
way to the religious democracy (the Saint-Simonian 
sect). What I attacked under that term were the 
false systems put forward by pretended disciples 
of Saint-Simon and of Rousseau.'^ 

He further explains that by ' Socialism ' he meant 
' the exaggerated expression of the idea of associa- 
tion or of society/ just as the term ' in^vidualism/ 
which had come into use a few years before, meant 
the exaggerated expression of the idea of individual 
personality. He condemned both and sought to 
reconcile the social and individual elements by a 
middle course, which brought him the ridicule of 
the extreme Socialists. V^en the term, to his 
annoyance, became generally applied to all who, 
in any degree emphasised the social as against the 
individual element in human nature, he called 
the more extreme view ' absolute Socialism/ He 
realised, with perfect clearness, the complete 
antithesis of the two extremes and the evils of both. 

' We are to-day,’ he says, ' the prey of these 
two exclusive systems of Individualism and 
Socialism. . . . VTiUe the partisans of Indi- 
vidualism rejoice or console themselves over 
the ruins of Society and take refuge in their 
egoism, the partisans of' Socialism, marching 
bravely towards what they call an organic epoch, 
are busy seeking how to bury all liberty, all 
spontaneity, beneath what they call organisa- 
tion. . . . W’e are, then, between Charybdis* 
and Scylla ; between the 'theory of a government 

‘ I. i6i. 
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concentrating in itself all intelligence and all 
morality, and that of a government deprived 
by its own decree of both ; between an infaUibie 
pope on tlie one hand and a common gendarme 
on the other. ^The one party call their In- 
divfduaiism liberty and would fain give it the 
name of fraternity ; the others call their despotism 
a family. Heaven presen-^e us from a fraternity 
so little clyiritable and from a family so intrusive.'* ' 

Again he refers to absolute Socialism as ' this 
new papacy, crushing, all-absorbing, which would 
transform humanity into a mechanism, in which 
the real, living creatures, the individuals, would 
be nothing but useful matter instead of being 
themselves the arbiters of their own destiny.' 

These passages are from an essay on Ijidividualism 
and Socialism, published in 1834, but an earlier 
use of the word in the same sense occurs in Le 
Glohe^ of 13th February, 1832, in the course of a 
review of some poems by Victor Hugo, signed X. 
Joncieres, which may be a nom do plume of Leroux. 
At any rate, the sentiments are his : ' Nous ne 

voulons pas sacrifier la personalite an socialis 7 ne 
pas plus que ce dernier d la personalite,' ' We 
do jiot wish to sacrifice personality to Socialism 
any more than to sacrifice the latter to personality.’ 

This early French dPneept-ion of Socialism is not 
less striking than the English one. They are entirely 
different, but complementarj? to each other, the 
one abstra,ct, broad and general, the other concrete, 
’narrow and precise. Both hold good to-day. I 
have already shown that the replacement of private 

^ CEuvres, I. 375* 
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by public ownership of capital is the core of the 
thing as concrete proposition, and always has 
been throhgh aU its changes of appearance. 
Regarded in the abstract and in relation to human 
nature this proposition is most certainly an extreme 
assertion of the social principle, and that comfeption 
has proved as lasting as the other. The criticism* 
of Leroux that absolute Socialism would crush 
individuality and destroy liberty is ^precisely the 
great standing argument against it to-day. These 
two ideas are two threads which run unbroken, 
though often objured, through the whole history 
of the movement. If one holds fast to them much 
of the confusion subsides, and it becomes possible 
to put subsidiary ideas in their proper places. 

The one enables us to distinguish Socialism from • 
other movements or influences, having something 
in common with it ; from social reform, which is 
not concerned with the ownership of capital ; from 
Communism, which is concerned with the owner- 
ship not only of capital, but of all property f from 
State action, which interferes with individu^ liberty 
in a thousand ways that have nothing to do mth ^ 
economic conditions ; from Christianity, which is 
essentially concerned with individual conduct and 
spiritual life, not with the economic system. The 
Other and broader definition shows us where Social- 
ism stands in relation to tiivilisation in general, 
and to the problem of reconciling the social and 
individual principles in man, and so gives us a 
measure by which to judge its several forms and 
detailed applications. In so far as it corrects the 
excesses of individualism, k is beneficial ; in so far 
as it suppresses individuality, it is pernicious. 



Chapter II 

t;he first phase of socialism 

* 

England and France 

I HAVE dwelt at some length on tke origin of Social- 
ism for the reasons given in the introduction, and 
also because it is generally ignored or erroneously 
described. The whole of the first phase of the 
movement is commonly set aside with a wave of 
the hand as ' Utopian/ in docile obedience to the 
dictum of Marx and Engels, who ♦characteristically 
depreciated all their French and English prede- 
cessors and claimed the credit of discovering the 
only true Socialism — their own German brand. 

We shall come to it in due course and examine 
those pretensions ; but meanwhile I wish once 
more to emphasise the need for studying the begin- 
nings of Socialism, if one is to understand it. I 
divide the whole movement into three phases or 
periods, and the first is the key to the rest. It was 
a time of ferment aiid extraordinarily fertile in 
ideas, called forth by the circumstances previously 
described ; compared with it the later periods have 
been curiously sterile. The more one studies the 
early Socialists the more one is struck by their intel- 
lectual vigour. It w^, indeed, too exuberant. 
It ran^o 'waste and threw out fantastic growths. 
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particularly in France ; but it also produced all 
the live ideas that have animated the movement 
in its later stages. And behind this intellectual 
activity was a lofty enthusiasm, a spirit of benevo- 
lence. Voluntary co-operation jvas the dominant 
idea of the new order : the reconciliation of intgrests, 
not conflict, was its hope, at least until the period 
approached its close. There is to-day a tendency 
to do more justice to the early period^and ^o find 
in it the original expression of ideas which are now 
regaining ground. Even orthodox Marxian Social- 
ists are becoming (snore appreciative. One of them 
writing in the Socialist Encyclopcedia says of the 
early French Socialists, though not himself a French- 
man : ‘ In no country in this world do we find 

such an abundance of socialistic ideas and of original, 
brilliant or at least striking personalities, moved 
by a single desire to regenerate our old and sick 
society, as we do in France — ^the true cradle of 
Socialism, both of the Utopian and of the modem 
scientific type.’ ^ 

In a book published in 1923 a French Socialist, 
Lucien Deslinieres, quotes this passage and shows 
what a lively and sympathetic interest the move- 
ment then excited among men of mark. He goes 
on ; 

' Eighty years ago SocSIism had penetrated 
into aU quarters capable of thought : it was every- 
where loved : everywhere its advent was desired. 
Why? Because it presented itself to the world 
under its reconstructive aspect, that is to say 
humane, benevolent, frateriid, full of promise for 
justice and happiness. To-day, apart firem the 
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advanced guard enrolled tinder the Marxian stan- 
dard, it has aroused universal execration. V\'‘hy? 
Because Marxism, a purely destruct?i"e doctrine, 
excludes every generous ideal and turns to ridicule 
the most natural sentiments of the huma.n heart, 
because it constantly asserts itself by menace and 
violence, because the doctrine of the class war, 
without being itself based on hate, engenders hate 
by Tihe inevitable interpretation it receives from 
labour ; because, finally, it lends to Socialism the 
appearance of a party of disorder and subversion, 
totalK' incapable, not only of realising but even of 
conceiving a better society/ ^ 

Now it is quite true that the movement in its 
early stages did attract wide and favourable atten- 
tion, not only in France but even more, perhaps, 
in England. It was Lord Melbourne who in this 
period uttered the remark, subSequentlj.’’ repeated 
by Sir Vvillkm Karcourt, “ \Ve are all Socialists 
now*'" A French judge said exactly the same 
thing at the trial of a Socialist brought before him. 
In both countries there were groups who pushed 
their theories to an extreme and entertained more 
revolutionary ideas ; and their tendency grew’ 
towards the end of the period, when general political 
e^^itement prev?jled. But broadly the character 
of Socialism in this period^ was peaceful, non-com- 
puisorj/, benevolent and constructive ; when it 
grev/ more revolutionary towards the stormy year 
1848, it lost favour and excited hostility. 

Though contemporary and mutualh’ sympathetic, 
the movements in Fijance and England presented 

^ Delivrons-nous du Marxisme, p. 13. 
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wide and characteristic diSerences. The greatest 
difference was that though the initiative m both 
countries wSs purely intellectual, the movement 
in England took a more practical turn and became 
associated with the organisation of labour almost 
from the beginning, whereas in France, where ^fehere 
was no such organisation, it remained mainly 
theoretical up to the experiment of national work- 
shops in the revolution of 1848. Tlj^ st«ry in 
England is rather of attempts to do something on 
a comparatively simple basis of ideas ; in France 
it is one of theories and plans poured out in extra- 
ordinary profusion*and variety with little attempt 
to put them into execution. 

It is not possible to tell either story here in detail, 
but at least an outline must be given, particularly 
of French Socialism, because there is no adequate 
account of it in our language, and in some respects 
it has more interest; to-day, when there is a distinct 
tendency to revert to ideas then put forward by 
certain French writers. The Enghsh movenlent, 
on the other hand, has been described in great 
detail by Mr. Max Beer in his History of British 
Socialism ; and an illuminating account of some 
of the principal writers is also given by Professor 
FoxweU in his introduction to the English version 
of rDr. Anton Monger’s Right to the WJible 
Prodtice of Labour, a^ weILf as by Dr. Monger 
himself. Both these works can be unreservedly 
recommended. 
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The English Movement 

To begin with the English movement, an erroneons 
impression has been created by confining atten- 
tion too exclusively to Robert Owen. ^ It is cor- 
rected in the twcf works just mentioned, but still 
prevails. Owen's varied and ceaseless activities 
undoubtedly inspired other men and played an 
influeniial part in starting and sustaining the 
movement f and his reputation, gained as a phil- 
anthropic employer and social reformer, made it 
widely known. But he was no thinker and con- 
tributed nothing to the economic theory of Socialism. 
His philosophy of life was derived from Godwin's 
Political Justice, published in 1793, and rested on 
the ancient theory of determinism or denial of free 
will and responsibility. The argument is that 
human character is the result of heredity and en- 
vironment, for neither of \vhichf*is the individual 
responsible, and that all evil is due to bad environ- 
menli and belief in the moral law taught by religion. 

At the mature age of twelve, he tells us in his 
autobiography, he had thought the matter out and 
come to the conclusion that not only Christianity, 
but all religion, is essentially false and harmful. 
Starting from this standpoint, wrhich he never 
abandoned, he developed his theory of a ' l^w 


^ Robert Owen (i77i-iS58)*born afr Newtown, N. Wales, the son of 
a small tradesman ; when lo years old was apprenticed to a draper 
at Stamford, at 20 became a cotton mill manager in Manchester, and 
afterwards a partner in a large mill in Scotland, where he introduced 
a benevolent system of control which attracted the attention of kings 
and statesmen; took up social reform ideas about 1S17, when he 
' presented a memorandum on the Poor Law to Parliament ; started 
model settlements in Scotland and America in 1S25, lost money, 
withdrew from Scottish mill in 1828, devoted himself to writing 
pamphl^, lecturing, debating and organising schemes. 
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Moral World/ in which all human ills would dis- 
appear and everyone be made good and happy by 
discarding ihe naischievous delusion of moral re- 
sponsibility, the great misleader of mankind up 
till then, and replacing it by -^e right external 
circumstances. He expounded this theory oia a 
series of essays published between 1813 and 1836, 
and was evidently quite unaware that the question 
of free wih and moral responsibility wa^the Subject 
of a very old philosopMcal controversy, settled 
once for &il by Kant and summed up with masterly 
brevity by Dr. Jolpison in the remark : “ AH theory 
is against the freedom of the will, aU experience is 
for it.” Owen's views have a modem interest because 
denial of individual responsibility and belief in 
external circumstances, to be provided by changing 
‘ the system,’ are implicit in all socialistic teaching. 
In 1906 Mr, Blatchford devoted a volume, 
entitled Not Guilty, to reproducing Owen’s 
arguments. 

But Owen did more than propound a thebry; 
he had a plan for realising it. This was to establish 
model settlements on a voluntary co-operative 
basis, and in 1825 attempts were made to carry out 
the idea in Scotland and in America. Both ex- 
periments failed after a brief trial. Owen had 
further a vision of the great ‘ Co-operative Com- 
monwealth,’ of which we hear so much to-day, to 
be formed by federating the several settlements 
into a united whole. If this is Utopian, then the 
modem Co-operative Commonwealth is stiU more 
so. Owen and the men he inspired did at least 
make a start in the practical? realisation of the plan 
by setting up the £hst units, where^ the j^esent 
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ideal is still in the air. The contemjPtuous dis- 
missal of the first phase of Socialism as ' Utopian ' 
has been too readily accepted froni Marx and 
Engels. A Utopia is, properly speaking, a purely 
imaginary commijinity, which has no existence, 
but te supposed to exist and is described as existing ; 
that is the meaning of the word, which signifies 
* Nowhere/ But the experiments were real and 
did e 5 ist fgr a time. 

The English Socialism of this period was, in truth, 
less \’isionary and more practical than the later 
Marxian variety. If Utopian pierely means ideal, 
the charge is true of the early Socialists, both English 
and French, but that is no condemnation ; the 
latest tendency to-day, at least here, is to restore 
the ideal elements. Owen was himself always trjing 
to do something ; his mind was essentially con- 
structive and he was opposed to all merely des- 
tructive tendencies. He was full of plans down to 
the end of his long life. Besides the model settle- 
ments just mentioned, he set up, in 1S33, a labour 
exchange market in London, where producer and 
consumer were to be brought together without 
the intervention of middlemen, and goods were to 
be bought and sold without rnone^^, wiiich was 
r^laced by labour notes, representing equivalent 
quantities of labour on the theory, derived from 
focardo and subsequently jnade the basis of Marx's 
economic argument, that the true measure of value 
in goods is the quantity of labour embodied in them. 
This, too, failed after a very short run. Proposals to 
renew the experiment have been made again to-day. 

None of Owen's schemes succeeded, but the in- 
flueijce of Ms personality and activity on other 
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men was great, far-reaching and lasting. He com- 
manded gen^jral attention in Europe and America, 
and enlisted ''the interest of politicians, reformers 
and economists ; he stimulated the organisation 
of labour and planted the tree ^ of co-operation, 
which has since borne fruit, though not the fruit 
he expected ; and he inspired a number of writers 
who attacked the existing order on the economic 
side, and, more than any other school, ga\^ Socfalism 
an economic basis. The impulse which he imparted 
in these several ways was in most cases deflected 
before long into so^e different direction of which 
he disapproved, and he was constantly at variance 
with his own disciples who kept breaking away ; 
but he was none the less a motive force. 

The widest influence he exercised had to do 
with social reform, not Socialism, and took 
effect in promoting factory legislation and 
popular education. But the organisations formed 
under his inspiration had a strong infusion of 
Socialism or Communism, and they were fertile 
soil for the growth of ideas ; some ideas which 
then first found expression were revived long 
afterwards and thought to be new, for instance, 
internationalism, the general strike, S5mdicalism, 
the motto ' Each for All and All for Each.' Men- 
tionr has already been made of the London (Co- 
operative Society, founded in 1*824, of the term 
' Socialist ' coined in the course of its discussions. 
It was formed to promote the principles of mutual 
co-operation, with the object of restoring ' the 
whole produce of labour to the labourer.' The 
influence of William Thompson (see below) is here 
apparent It seems to have been^ mainlj^ an 
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intellectual society, as I have aircadj' s^:id, and to 
have lasted until 1830. ^ 

Of more importance was the ' National Union of 
the Working Classes,' founded in 1831, v\iien irade 
unionism, which^had been emanciprited in 1S24, 
wasigrowing in strength. This organisation brought 
workmen into the movement and signalised a new 
departure ; the older Owenite campaign was at 
first ^ein:^rced and then superseded by trade 
unionism and political agitation. It is an interest- 
ing coincidence that the same 3-ear witnessed a 
great labour demonstration in l^rance, where trade- 
unions were prohibited, in the violent rising of the 
L}’ons weavers, which gave a fresh impetus to the 
Socialist movement. 

It was a time of general excitement. There had 
been a political revolution in France in 1830, and 
in England agitation for electoral reform was 
rising rapidfy. The National Union, which adopted 
the motto ' Each for All, and All for Each,' took 
up •the agitation for the Reform Bill and became 
a confused medley' of Socialism, Trade Unionism 
and Radical politics, vith a growing revolutionary 
bent. International action and the general strike 
were both propounded at National Union meetings 
in 1831. After the passage of the Reform Bill 
iif 1832 this triple division became accentuated 
and the movement sflii up^. The political agitation 
began to develop into Chartism, while the trade 
union movement turned awa3’ towards direct 
action, and under the influence of Morrison and 
Smith, who took the lead and developed the syndi- 
calist idea of oustkig capitalist emplo3^ers and 
replacing them by the organised workmen in each 
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indtistry. t Between the two, Socialism fell to the 
ground ; the end disappeared and was smothered 
by the meaiis. 

The trade union movement was the first to 
collapse after a brief spell of de^rious excitement. 
It grew with fabulous rapidity in 1833, but i1? was 
a fungus growth. In 1834 the modem syndicalist 
idea of ' Greater Unionism ' or ' One Big Union ' 
was anticipated by the formation of the ''Grand 
National Consolidated Trades Union,' but it was 
still-bom, and revolutionary trade unionism col- 
lapsed. This stinxulated the political movement 
which went on in the form of Chartism, so called 
from the Charter, a demand for adult male suffrage, 
equal electoral districts, secret ballots, annual 
Parliaments and pajnnent of members. These 
measures were at first intended by some of the 
leading Chartists ^as a means to the furtherance 
of Socialism, though that gradually dropped out 
of sight. The movement had a constitutional 
and an unconstitutional side and was eventually 
wrecked by the latter in 1848. The chief 
working-class leader and the most earnest man 
in the movement, William Lovett, who drafted 
the Charter, changed his views later and warned 
his fellow-workmen against ' vain theories, 
impracticable measures and empty threats T)r 
denunciations.'^ 7 

The economic theory that lay behind all these 
movements and gave them logical support was 
furnished by a number of intellectual writers, who 
took up the cause under the influence of Owen's 
example, but did their own? thinking. The most 

^ See p. 833 
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important of them \vas Vv'illiam Thomp5-.m.=^ His 
standpoint is thus stated in the Prellriinary Ob- 
servations to his book on Vve-dcli, \^Titten in 1S22 : 


' The tenden(j7 of the existing arrangement 
of •kings as to wealth is to enrich a few at the 
expense of the mass of the producers ; to make 
the poverty of the poor more hopeless, to ihri:r,v 
baciT th^ middling classes upon the poor, that 
a few may be enabled not only to acciinnilate 
in perniciously large masses the real national, 
which is only the aggregate 01 individual, capital, 
but cilso by means of such accuinulaticns to 
command the products of the yearly labour of 
the community/* 

It will be seen that he closely follows Sismondi, 
and his explanation of the disparity is the same. 
The labourer by his work on the material creates 
surplus value which is taken by the capitalist. 
^ In •the usual course of things the productive 
labourer is deprived of at least half the products 
of his labour by the capitalist. The e\il is due 
to the divorce of the labourer from the ownership 
of capital, and the remedy lies in re-uniting them. 

• ‘ It is as inconsistent with human happim- ss 
in general, as Vv’itiii the ^greatest production of 

^ Wiliiatn Thompson fijSo ?-i833). Irish landowner, originisily 
indnoiiced by the; Utilitarian isia of Uenthain, converted to So'kilisin 
by observin.^ ill eliects of existing ecoiiondc order ; published in 
All Inquiry into the Prijicipljs of the Distribution of Wealth most con- 
ducive to Human Happinhs : applied to the nctefy proposed system 
of ' vGhmiayy epiatity of laealthl 
^Inquiry, etc., p. xvi. * 

® Inq'^ry, etc., i6&. 
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wealthy that capital should be possessed by one 
set of iridividuals and labour by another ; utility 
demands'- that all productive labourers should 
become capitalists, that labour and capital should 
be in the same hands/ ^ 

This is extremely interesting m view of the most* 
recent tendencies. Thompson's remedy was the 
voluntary co-operative system with conjjnon^wner- 
ship of capital as advocated by the London Co- 
operative Society and stated in the first definition 
of ' Socialist ' quoted in the previous chapter ; but 
obviously there is another way by which labourers 
can become capitalists, namely, by being taken 
into partnership. This has often been proposed 
and attempted, so far with chequered success ; but 
it has been much more successful than Owen's 
co-operative communities or any other alternative 
method of realising the same ideal yet tried, and 
it is far from being abandoned. The very latest 
movements, which have originated in America? and 
are referred to in the last chapter of this book, show 
the vitality of the idea and its adaptability. 

It is not necessary to enter into the views of the 
other economic Socialists who followed Thompson — 
Hodgskin, Gray, Minter Morgan, Edmonds, Raven- 
stane and Bray ; they are only variants of the 
same fundamental theme, and fuU accounts of them 
are given by Mr. Beer and Professor Foxwell in 
the books already mentioned. 

^ Inquiry^ etc., p. 590. 
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The Movement in France 

Two names are alwa5"s mentioned as correspond- 
ing in France to Robert Owen in England. These 
are Saint-Simon and Fourier. They resem'cled 
Owen in that th^v inspired disciples who formed 
.schools of thought and propaganda; but they 
started no schemes and carried on no agitation as 
he dicL In the later stages of this first phase of 
Socialism, T:^hich covered just the same period in 
France as in England, other schools and other 
leaders arose and the field became a welter of 
diverse and conflicting opinions.’ 

The Saint-Simonian school first occupied the 
field, though Fourier's principal work had been 
published some years before Saint-Sin: on began to 
write on subjects bceuing on Socialism. Fourier, 
however, had no followers for more than twenty 
years and his ideas were not tal?en up until after 
the stirring events of 1S30-31. Meanwliiic a sr ciety 
of disciples had been formed just before the death 
of Saint-Simon in 1S25, as stated in Chapter I, to 
carr}' on his teaching, and they published, pos- 
thumoush^ his last and most important work, The 
New Christianity.^ Science, industry,’ and religion 
were the keynotes of his philosophy, which had for its 
ain^ the reorganisation of society in the interests 

^Claude Henri de Rouvro^ Comte do Saint-Simon (t7'".o-iS 24' 
bom in Paris of an ancient and ari>ttjcratio family, dcrcondcd from 
Charlemagne ; studied science under D’Alcnfnert, assi>Leti in the 
revolt of the American colonies, projected a Panama Canal and other 
large schemes ; took no part in the Revolution, clu.*rishfd the ami 'i I ion 
of founding a high school of science and a .great industrial esial.'iish- 
ment ; lost all his money and fell into great poverty ; published 
"Letters from a Resident in Geneva, a political work, in 1S02 : a seiieine 
for a United States of Europe in 1S14 ; a book on Industry in 1S17, 
The Organizer 1S19-30, The Industrial Sysiem iSai-2S, The Keve 
Christiat^iiiy^ posthi^ously in 1S35, 

Dii 
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the poortir classes. ^ Religion/ he declared, ' ought 
to direct liociety towards the great aim of amelior- 
ating as speedily as possible the lot of the most 
numerous and poorest class.’ This was the immedi- 
ate object, which he regarded a-s a necessary step 
towards the larger aim of the universal assodation 
of mankind, in accordance with the theory of social' 
evolution which was his interpretation of history. 
He held that history showed us manHnd i;ending 
always to association on a higher scale — ^the family, 
the city, the nation, the federation of nations — ^by 
a series of stages*^ each containing the germ of the 
next one and leading to it by a logical process. 
In the final stage strife within and between societies 
will cease and all be harmoniously combined. 

This conception of social evolution anticipates 
the Marxian theory, which was the basis of 
‘ Scientific Socialism,’ and it is more consonant 
with the facts of history than the hypothesis of 
the class war. Saint-Simon emphatically repudi- 
ated the use of force and relied on persuasion. 
The immediate social improvement he aimed at — 
the raising of the poorest section of the population ^ 
— was to be secured by a re-organisation of the 
economic order under the guidance of scientific 
men, artists and industrialists penetrated by^the 
tfue spirit of Christianity, which had been per- 
verted and obscured. Thns religion, knowledge 
and industry were to be united and together create 
a new order organised hierarchically, but for the 
peaceful administration of affairs, not the forcible 
government of men. This distinction has been 
recently revived by M. V^ndervelde ; it coincides 
with and anticipates the idea of the ' withering 
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away ’ of the State, as an organ of . ‘authority, 
propounded by Marx and Engels. 

Samt-Simcn's ideas, sketched by him in broad 
outline and presented in the form of open letters 
and dialogues, v.iere taken up energeticalh/ and 
^elabo^rated after his death b\' his disciples, who 
'formed a veritable, though far from harmonious, 
school. It included many men of marked ability, 
who afterwards became famous in one way or 
anotlier. Among the most prominent disciples 
w^ere Comte, Haievy, Blanqui, Enfantin, Bazard, 
Rodrigues, Buchez, Chevalier, Carnot, Pereire, 
Leroux, and Rc3na;.id. They held no well-defined 
and agreed body of dt;ctrme, but according to the 
authoritative statement presented to tlie Chamber 
of Deputies in 1830 by Bazard and Enfantin the 
main tenets of the school were these : they laid 
great stress on the distinction between the idle 
and industrious, between earned and unearned 
incoijie ; their motto was, ' From each according to 
his capacity, to each according to his works.'* 
Thej’^ recognised natural inequality as an indis- 
pensable basis of association ; they repudiated 
communism and the equal distribution of goods, 
and wuuld give to each member of society what 
he ^earned ; they ma.intained the rights of property, 
but would gradually eliminate unearned income 3 y 
abolishing inheritance^ and. in this wa}’ transfer 
by degrees the means of production, land and 
capital from private hands to the new social 
authoritj^ so that no one should live in idleness 
*on the labour of others* They advocated the 
complete emancipation* of women. 

Thii' policy^ has an uncommonly modern ring. 
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and wheii' it was formulated in 1831 it attracted 
many fres&adherents among men of letters, artists, 
philosophers and industrials. It became fashion- 
able, like Owenism in England and Labourism 
to-day. But almost from the ^rst divisions had 
appeared in the school, which soon began tcf split 
up, as indicated by the extracts from Pierre Leroux' 
given in the last chapter. Then public scandal 
was created by the proceedings of the eistreme wing 
led by Enfantin, who under cover of religion took 
up free love and general bodily indulgence. This 
led to a prosecv.tion and the imprisonment of 
Enfantin in 1832, which brought discredit on the 
whole sect and destroyed its influence, though 
individual members continued to profess and 
propagate the doctrine. The tendency of ardent 
regenerators of society to run to free love is a curious 
phenomenon not-, sufficiently noticed ; a desire to 
indulge their appetites seems bound up with their 
objections to the existing order, which imposes 
more restraint than they like. 

After the collapse of the Saint-Simonian school 
and the dispersion of its members, the torch was 
carried on by another group inspired by the theories 
of Fourier.* He was a deeper thinker than either 
Saint-Simon or Owen and went further bacl^ to 
fiist principles, but he was moved by the same 

c 

* Francois Charles Marie Fourier (1772-1837), born at Besangon, 
the son of a well-to-do draper ; was early disgusted by the trickery 
of commerce ; lost the fortune left by his father in the Revolution ; 
lived subsequently in poverty ; was well educated and studied assidu- 
ously, an original and independent thinker with a tendency to 
mysticism ; in 1803 published an article on European politics which 
attracted great attention ; in 1808 published his Theory of the Four 
Movements, which excited nothing bit* ridicule at the time ; bis later 
worlcswerea treatise on Association, 1822, The New Industrial World, 
1828, an attack on Saint-Simon and Owen, 1S31, and numerotC articles. 
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impulse — profound dissatisfaction with tfie existing 
order and the competition and strife Iccompany- 
ing it. Like them he stressed the principle of 
association as the remed}^ but had his own plan 
for realising it. '^lis so far resembled Owen's that 
it co?isisted in organising society in small separate 
communities called pli^anxes, the members of 
W'hich w'ere to carry on all economic operations in 
associcSion**, Their functions were to be minutely 
organised on a scientific plan resting on the prin- 
ciple of attraction, which assured the combination 
of liberty with association. 

In w'orking out his theory of attraction Fourier 
passed into an obscure region of thought, which 
seemed merely ridiculous to his contemporaries, 
but has a certain affinity to modem philosoph- 
ical speculation, while the functional basis of his 
industrial organisation, which ,was to produce 
perfect social harmony, anticipates an idea much 
in favour to-day. In another point also Fourier 
anticipated some modem tendencies of economic 
thought. In his phalanxes, the wealth produced 
by the community was first to furnish every member 
with adequate maintenance, and then the surplus 
w^as to be divided in fixed proportion between 
labour (five-twelfths), capital (four-twelfths), and 
talSnt (three-twelfths). This was a bold attempt 
to solve a problem tkat still puzzles economists, 
and the recognition of talent (now generally called 
brains or ability) as entitled to a share reveals a 
clear insight into the real conditions of production. 
Fourier, like the Saint-Simonians, but still more 
decidedly, recognised^ inequality and private 
prope^y. Finally his phalanxes, like Owen's 
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co-oDeratii'"e communities were to be federated into a 
world uniori. If Owen did not derive any of his 
ideas from Fourier, the points of resemblance 
form a remarkable coincidence. Several attempts 
made by Fourier's disciples to fgund phalanxes in 
France, Algeria, America and Brazil failed as 
completely as the Owenite communities. 

A knowledge of the doctrines of Fourier and 
Saint-Simon as pioneers of Socialism ijt Ff^nce is 
indispensable to a student of the movement ; but 
they can no more be regarded as covering the field 
than Owen in England. They set the ball rolling, 
but it was taken tip later and tossed hither and 
thither by other hands in a wild game of competi- 
tive theor\’-making, in which old pupils of the 
original schools struck out in new directions and 
new men arose with fresh ideas. To give a detailed 
account of them, is neither possible m a limited 
space nor necessary for the' present purpose ; but 
the most prominent figures and their views must 
be noticed because they led up to the second or 
Marxian phase of Socialism. They were much 
younger men than the three pioneers, of whom it 
is to be observed that they were all past middle 
age when they took up Socialistic ideas, which goes 
to confirm the view that Socialism was a post- 
\¥aterloo phenomenon, called into existence Hby 
the extraordinary conditionsr then prevailing. 

To understand the developments in France, 
with which we are dealing, it is necessary to 
remember that from 1830 onwards Europe in 
general and France in particular, were in a state of • 
agitation, varj^ing in inte^isity, but continuous 
and tending to increase. We have already ,;noted 
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the ferment in England beginning in tiSso and 
marked by the meteoric rise of labour organisations 
with strong Socialistic tendencies, which later 
were turned into the long political agitation called 
Chartism. In France kindred forces w’ere at 
work«and naturally assumed a more revolutionary 
'colour in a country where revolution had become 
a habit of mind. In 1830 the ferment produced a 
constit3?tio:4gLl revolution, resulting in the abdica- 
tion of Charles X and the accession of Louis 
Philippe to the throne. It was a democratic change, 
like the Reform Act of 1832 in , England ; but far 
more significant than any political move was the 
rising of Lyons weavers in 1831, when the National 
Union of the Working Classes was getting into its 
stride in England. It was the first entry on the 
stage of the ' proletariat/ They were wholly 
unorganised, but driven to desperation by the 
hopelessness of their situation. There is an a?dom, 
much in favour with agitators who have to explain 
the ificonsistency of popular apathy with the misery 
they continually declare to exist, that misery does 
not excite to revolt, but merely crushes. All history 
is against them, and the Lyons weavers are a case 
in point. Proudhon stated the truth when he 
said that revolutions were caused not so much by 
th^distressfelt at the moment as by its prolongation 
and the hopelessness engendered by the tendency 
of conditions to get worse! The silk-weavers of 
Lyons numbered from 30,000 to 40,000, and their 
earnings had dropped from 3s. 4^. to is. 3^?. a day, 
•in some cases to gd. for 18 hours’ work ; nor was 
there any hope of improvement. They demanded 
a minmum living wage, which was refused by the 



40 


SOCIALIST MOVEMENT 


' little masters ' who employed them. They rose 
in arms abd descended on Lyons from the Croix 
Rousse, their own quarter. The National Guard 
failed to disperse them, the prefect of the Rhone 
Department and the military fled, and the weavers 
weie left in possession of the field. The inddent 
marked the beginning of a long period of industriaL 
disturbance and revolutionary agitation. In 1834 
the Lyons weavers again rose and fougl]^- a pitched 
battle with the militar}^ lasting five days ; artillery 
was used, and 1,200 persons killed. This was the 
most serious episode, but there were many others ; 
and at the same time on the political side many secret 
revolutionary" and republican societies were formed. 
The great agitator in this sphere was Blanqui. 

This period of violent disturbance, which did 
not come to an end till 1S39, moved the younger 
Socialists to actiyity in the search for a way out. 
The most noteworthy of them were Considerant, 
Louis Blanc, Pecqueur, Cabet and Proudhon, 

Victor Considerant (1808-1893) was an en^neer 
officer in the Army, who was attracted by the 
doctrines of Fourier and resigned his commission 
in 1S31 in order to propagate them. Up till then 
Fourier had had only one disciple, Just Muiron. 
Considerant published in 1835 the first of a long 
series of works advocating Fourierism, and becahie 
the head of the school, t^ which he remained 
faithful. He strongly combated Communism and 
maintained that abolition of private property was 
impossible without civil war, in which he antici- 
pated Lenin. (Russia has also proved the truth* 
of his statement that the peasant is invulnerable to 
Co mmunis m.) His interpretation of history ^-greed 
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with Lord Acton's ; he saw in it since the advent of 
Christianity a continual advance of iiberl}' in three 
stages : (i) from slavery- to serfdom (2) from serfdom 
to wage-earning, w'hich was industrial feudalism, 
(3) from wage-ean^ng to partnership, the last step 
being^the problem of the age, to be solved by the 
Fourier system. It has emerged again to-day. 

Louis Blanc (1811-1882) was the son of a high 
official ^nd^vell educated. He studied law, became 
a journalist and took up Socialism, in which he 
broke new ground. In 1840 he published in a 
Socialist review his famous essay., on the Organisa- 
tion of Lahour, He started, like ^ all the rest, with 
the evils of the existing competitive system, which 
he declared to be a system of extermination for the 
people and a perpetual cause of impoverishment 
and ruin for the employers. He proved the first 
proposition by statistics of wages and cost of living 
in quite a modem manner ; the second by the 
effects on the market, the chaotic disorder, com- 
mercial scandals and the example of England. It 
must, he said, entail \yar between England and 
France. This is interesting because capitalism is 
now said to be the sole cause of war, and he thought 
it inevitable eighty-four years ago ; but that war 
has not come yet. He drew the inference that it 
to everyone's interest to get rid of the systesi. 
How? By bringing jn the power of the State, 
which was to squeeze out* private employers by 
setting up social workshops and furnishing tools 
to the workmen, who after the first year would 
•be able to run the shops themselves — a neat 
combination of State •Socialism and Syndicalism, 
almost identical with Guild Socialism. 
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It was Louis Blanc who first formulated the 
motto, ' 1 5 each according to his needs and from 
each according to his capacity ; ' which shows how 
far Socialism had travelled from the Saint-Simonian 
standpoint. He also formulatecl,the famous ' Right 
to Work/ which was taken up here as a militant 
slogan after the war. In 1S48 he became a member 
of the provisional government after the Revolution 
of that year, and since unemploymenV-wag severe 
he had an opportunity of putting the right to work 
or maintenance into practice. This was done in 
Paris, not by soci^ tvorkshops, but by relief works 
of the ordinaiy' kind. The men were paid two 
francs a day, but since it was impossible to find 
work for all the unemployed, the rest received a 
maintenance dole of one and a half francs. The 
result tvas that the men on the works did as little 
as possible. They openly argued that since the 
Government gave them twenty pence a day for 
\vorking and fifteen pence for not working, their 
work was worth only five pence a day, and they*" need 
do no more. Eventually the whole thing was 
swamped by numbers, which ran up to 100,000 
representing 187 occupations, and came to an end 
in bloodshed. No more was heard of the right to 
work in France. It is often said that this was not 
a^'air trial of the national workshops* scheme, an<f of 
course it was not, but a trial was made of the plan in 
special workshops for tailors and bootmakers, which 
were also imsuccessful. Meanwhile, other and more 
extreme forms of Socialism had been brought forward. 

Constantin Pecqueur (1801-1851) carried the* 
idea of State action farther^than Louis Blanc and 
advocated the full CoUectivism that was sg, long 
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ihe dominant tj^pe of Socialism in the second phase. 
He must be regarded as the father of that doctrine. 
He began as a Saint-Simonian much in accord with 
Leroux ; but he had his owm ideas and gradually 
went to the extrejne condemned by Leroux. He 
was prolific contributor to the numerous journals 
then run bj^ French Socialists, and in 1842 he pub- 
lished A New Theory of Social and Political Economy, 
which ^bni^ined a resume of his ideas. He main- 
tained that property and the method of production 
should be completely transformed. Individual owner- 
ship should be suppressed, capital, of aU kinds should 
be socialised and production should be carried on by 
the State. This w’as the only way to escape from 
industrial feudalism — quite the modem standpoint. 

Etienne Cabet (1788-1S56) represented more 
completely than any other contemporary the return 
to the much older idea of Communism, tow^ards 
which a strong tendency manifested itself at this 
time. He w^as an older man than the others men- 
tioned above and one of strongly marked character. 
Though the son of a working cooper he educated 
himself for the bar and in 1831 was returned to 
the Chamber of Deputies, where he made such 
violent attacks on the Government that in 1834 
he had to leave France. He took refuge in England 
whSre he read More's Utopia and interested himself 
in Owen's plans- Ttis experience, w^hich lasted 
till 1839, turned him into a real Utopian after the 
manner of Sir Thomas More. His Travels in Icaria, 
published in 1840, described an imaginary country, 
the inhabitants of which lived under a completely 
communistic system. • This lengthy romance — 
Consi^erant speaks of his ' great and loquacious 
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actmty’— was much read by French workmen and 
had no smali infl uence among them. But Cabet, unlike 
Sir Thomas More, was not content with an allegory ; 
he urged the adoption of Icarian principles, which 
were reduced to a more precise statement in another 
work. The Continunisi Cfedo. In 1848 he foSowed 
the example of Owen, and established an Icarian 
settlement in Texas. At first they fared no better 
than Slartin Chuzzlewit, having been l)«gu£ed into 
buying land which might have served Dickens — 
perhaps it did — as a model for Eden ; so Cabet 
transferred his c(;)lony to a deserted Mormon town 
in Illinois. There the usual thing happened ; 
quarrels broke out and Cabet assumed a dictator- 
ship. He could no more stand opposition than Owen 
and after a few years was expelled by his dissatisfied 
subjects. The storj? closely resembles that of WiUiam 
Lane and New Apstraiia some forty years later. 

But the most interesting figure among all the 
men of that time was Proudhon.* Though of 
humble birth he was the most prolific, vigorous, 
original and independent writer during the first 
phase of the Socialist movement, and more than 
any other he prepared the way for Marx and the 
second phase. He belonged to no school, but 
criticised them all impartially and stood alone, the 
best hated and most abused man in France, a^ he 

^Pierre Joseph Proudhon (z 809-1 865), like Fourier, a native of 
Besancon, son. of an artisan, became a compositor, like I.eroux, and 
then took to literary study and writing; in*iS4.o published his most 
frAmous work, is Property ? in. 1S46 published the book on 

Economic Cr-niritdiciions or ike Philosophy of MiserVj which drew on 
him a bitter attack by Marx, because he condemned Communism, 
which ?Jarx then favoured. Proudhon continued to write and expand 
hiS theories after the collapse of 1848?- and his influence lingered into 
the second phase, when for several years it competed in France with 
that of Mars 
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says himself. This was because his early utter- 
ances seemed outrageous and he was thought a 
dangerous character. His first published work 
was the celebrated essay What is Property? to 
which his answ'er ^was, ' Property is theft/ The 
sentiiftent was not new. Locke, writing of the 
origin of property, says that a man who took and 
laid up more than his share of what Nature 
provide^-— ^at is, more than he could use — ‘ robbed 
others/ and later writers about the time of the 
French Revolution applied the word theft to the 
same proceeding ; but no one had, argued the ques- 
tion at such length and with so much force or had 
laid it down in such uncompromising terms that 
all property is theft. Proudhon himself did not 
mean it so and afterwards modified the statement, 
but it has stuck to him ever since. What he meant 
was what Sismondi and Thomp,son had already 
said and Marx repeated later, namely that the 
workman w^as robbed by the capitalist, who paid 
him enough for subsistence and pocketed the rest. 
His second title to fame is that he wns the father 
of Anarchism. He condemned State Collectivism, 
and, taking up the mantle of Saint-Simon, argued 
on historical and economic grounds that what w'ould 
happen in the future was that industrial organisa- 
tion would take the place of government in the old 
sense, and that the State as the organ of authority 
would disappear, since there would be no need of 
it. But he did not preach Anarchism as a policy 
and was, in fact, as opposed to all destructive action 
*as the other leading Socialists of his time; Marx 
accused him of wishing to reconcile the bourgeoisie 
and jjroletariat, which meant that he looked to 
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peaceful methods. He pointed out, not only the 
effect of modem industry on the workman, in which 
he followed Sismondi, but also the contradiction 
between social production and individual distribu- 
tion, on which so much stress is laid to-day. 

Proudhon has been much misunderstood and 
accused of inconsistency through failure to under- 
stand his method, which was the posing of contra- 
dictory propositions after the mannej?^ dl' Kant, 
whom he held to be the greatest of philosophers. 
He was, said Considerant, the man of pure logic, 
weighing everji:hmg in the scales against its oppo- 
site. This method he applied in his General Idea 
of the Revolution of the Nineteenth Century to the 
interpretation of history put forward by Saint- 
Simon, wdiom alone he never attacked ; and if these 
features make Socialism scientific then his version 
is entitled to the epithet. His one practical proposal 
was the provision of gratuitous credit by a national 
bank, which would have the effect of abolishing 
interest on loaned capital.^ 

* His relations wth Marx are of interest. They met in Paris in 
1844 found a g.*5od deal in common. Marx was attracted by his 
essay on Property, which he called ‘ epoch-making/ because it attacked 
the eco:io:riic basis of cirilisation, and they had long discussions, 
often lasting all night, according to Marx, who says that he “ infected 
Proudhon with Hegelianism, much to his harm.” After Marx’s 
expulsion from Paris the education of Proudhon in German philosophy 
continued by Karl Griln, who had, says Marx, “ this advantage 
me that he understood nothing ofjjtt himself.” (Of course, nobody 
understood it or anything eisc^ but ilarx himself, in the opinion of 
that modest thinker.’? What turned him against Proudhon was the 
lact that the latter would not draw what Marx thought the logical 
frevohjtionary) consequences of his o\vn propositions, but proceeded 
to reconeik' them, which meant a peaceful solution of social problems. 
Proiichoa was not, in fact, infected with Marx’s version of Kegel, 
but stuck to the method of Kant, Hence Marx’s ferocious and wound- 
ing attack, which put an end to ail intercourse, although Proudhon 
had made the most broad-minded ohtrr of collaboration on the principle 
of bear and forbear or agreeing to diner. 
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IHE SECOND PHASE 


Germany 

The first phase of Socialism may be said to have 
closed with the revolutionary years 1848, which 
witnessed the establishment of thotSecond Republic 
in France and the collapse of Chartism in England. 
After that it declined as an active movement and 
feU into abeyance for many years, though French 
Socialists continued to write about it. But, before 
the curtain feU in the last act, there appeared for 
a moment on the stage the man whose personality 
was destined to dominate the second phase, in wdiich 
the centre of gravity shifted to Germany. This 
was^ ®[arx/ who, in 1848, issued the famous Com- 
munist Manifesto, which he had drawn up in 

1 Karl Marx (iSi8-r<SS.^) , bom at Trier (Treves) in the Rhine province 
of Prussia, of a middle-class Christianised Jewish family. High school 
and uni\’ersity education ; studied philosophy and contemplated an 
academic career, but his views were too advanced for the authorities ; 
took up journalism in Cologne as an extreme Radical; compelled 
tolea\-e I'russia and went to Paris in 1843 »* ^net there 1-rench Socialists, 
exiira German revolutionaries and Engels ; expelled from Franc*, 
went to Brussels in 1S45, joined the League of the Just, a secret 
German Communist Society ; *publisiied in 1847 his Miners de la 
Philosophic, an attack on Prou.dhon, in 1S4S the Communist Manifesto ; 
returned to Germany to join the re\’olution there, met Lassalle ; went 
to London in 1849 > published Criiique of Political Econo 7 fiy in 1859 
and ist volume of Das KapiUil in 1867. A story is current that he 
attended in bo5''hood a Jesuit school, from which he ^vas expelled, 
but there were none in Germany at that time. The school he attended 
and from which he was expeied, was the local ‘ gymnasium ’ or 
grammar school, but it was locally called the Jesuit School, because 
it had ^rmeriy been occupied by that Society. 

• A7 



SOCIALIST MOVEMENT 


48 

collaboration with Engels * for the Communist League, 
a secret international and revolutionary society 
formed, mainly under Marx's influence, out of 
the 'League of the Just,' which was the most 
important of several secret societies carried on by 
German revolutionary exiles in Paris, Switrerland 
and Brussels during the previous fifteen years. Marx, 
who even then claimed intellectual superiority and 
assumed the domineering attitude he m^^mtC^ined all 
liis life, got hold of the League of the Just and con- 
verted it to his purpose, which was to proclaim the 
class war. It ia worthy of note that in the trans- 
formation the old motto of the League, ' All men are 
Brothers,' was superseded by the international call to 
arms in the class war. This newcomer in the field not 
only ridiculed the French and English Socialists, 
whose ideas he annexed, but found even German 
revolutionary Communists too tame for his taste. 

Neither he nor the Communist Manifesto, how- 
ever, exercised any influence over the course of 
events at the time, or for many years after"; and 
no more will be said of them for the present. But 
the gesture falls into place in the narrative here, 

^Fredrich Engels (1S20-1895), bom at Barmen in the Rhine 
Province, father a well-to-do cotton manufacturer; high school 
education; entered the imll at 17 years of age; in 183S went to 
Breinen to continue- his business education, and in 1842 to Manch^ter, 
vjhere the nnn had a mill ; on the way through Cologne made the 
acouaintancfi of Marx, then editing _a Radical paper ; in England 
me; Jlrc.'isii Socialists and studied the Chartist movement; in 1844 
returned to Germany, and in 1S45 published his book on The State of 
the^ Working Class in England ; had then met Marx again in Paris ; 
collaborated with him in Brussels on the Communist Manifesto in 
ib47 ; took an active part in the German revolutionary insurrection 
in 1848 ; returned to England and re-entered the Manchester business 
in 1S50 ; in 1877 published his book against Eugen Diihring, dealing 
with * Utopian ’ and ‘ scientinc ’ oSociaiism ; in 18S5 pubHshed 
poitUumousIy Vol, II of Marx’s Kapital, and in 1894, Vol. III. (The 
fourth and last volume was published by Kautsky in 1905:^1910.) 
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as a connecting link between the first phase, from 
which it emanated, and the second, which it fore- 
shadowed. The only active movement carried on 
in the inter\"al between the two was the so-called 
Christian Socialisnj, which was not Socialism in 
the proper sense of the word, so much as the advo- 
cacy of social reform on Christian principles, or the 
application of Christian principles to current social 
problenl^wjth a strong infusion of democratic politics. 

It arose out of the general turmoil that culminated 
in 1848 and it was canied on both in France and 
England by clerical and lay supporters in associa- 
tion. In France the post-1848 movement was not 
altogether new, having been preceded by an earlier 
one, rather political than social, led by Lamennais, 
w’hose Book of the People was published in 1837, 
and by Lacordaire. In England the appearance 
of Christian Socialism was signalised by Charles 
Kingsley's weekly paper, Politics for the People, 
which ran for seventeen numbers from 6th May to 
the end of July 1S48. In Germany the movement, 
led by von Ketteler, bishop of Mainz, did not 
become active until considerably later. The atti- 
tude of the Churches and of individual churchmen 
towards the questions raised by Socialism is, how- 
ever, a separate subject, which is discussed in a 
latftr chapter. The earh/ movement just alluded 
to calls for mention #oniy as an episode falling 
betw'een the first and second phases of Socialism 
proper, and furnishing evidence of the sympathetic 
interest aroused by the former in religious circles. 
It did not last long, and had no connection with the 
second phase, to whicli we now come. 

We get a definite starting point in the year 1863, 
Em 
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vrhich the German Social Democratic Party named 
as the date of their foundation. In 1913 they 
celebrated their Jubilee ; and since that was the 
year before the War, which broke up the movement, 
as it then was, into fragments jjind ushered in a new 
era, we may regard the whole phase as having lasted , 
for fifty }'ears or about twice as long as the first. ' 

The differences between the two are numerous 
and great. The first phase had beerurc^fined as 
a movement to France and England, though it 
attracted attention in other countries ; the second 
was intemation*ii, but led by Germans and domin- 
ated throughout by German influence, with a strong 
Jewish element, which had been conspicuously 
absent in the first phase. In the second place the 
spirit was totally different ; benevolence was 
superseded by bitterness, the m.otive of sympathy 
with the poor was overshadowed by hatred of the 
rich, the idea of co-operation was replaced by 
conflict, the voluntary principle by the compulsory, 
persuasion by aggression, aspiration and sentiment 
by hard-and-fast determination. Intellectually, free 
speculation gave place to rigid dogma, religious or 
ethical influences to pure materialism. In purpose,*" 
constructive aims were superseded by destructive 
ones, the improvement of existing conditions by their 
total abolition ; in methods, the idea of forc^ was 
introduced, and for gradual and evoiutionarj’^ 
change more or less sudden and revolutionary 
action was substituted. These differences were 
summed up in the doctrine of the class-war, and 
they apply to the movement as a w^hole. 

At the same time, conditions were also very dif- 
ferent. Industry and trade had undergone^ a great 
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expansion ; wealth and population had gro^vn with 
them ; the state of extreme and general distress, 
out of %vhich Socialism originall}' sprang, had passed 
away, and comparative prosperity prevailed. The 
troubles connecte4 with the introduction of 
machinery had ceased ; usages, both nominal and 
real, h^d risen ; hours of work had been reduced. 
Life was easier all round. These and other material 
changes ^*£R.ied in different countries, but were most 
marked in England, which had furnished all tl-e 
classical descriptions of the misery of the people in 
the earlier period. In England,’* too, there had 
been other changes — the progxessive restriction of 
free enterprise and competition by factoiy laws 
and regulations, and the restrcint exercised on 
employers by combination among the emploj’ed. 
Germany, though developing indiistriaH}’, w^as in a 
backward position in ail these respects, and tins is, 
perhaps, one reason why the revival of Socialism 
began^ there, reached this country many years later, 
and made very slow' progress when it did come. 

How-ever this may be, German^^ was the seat of 
the new movement, which ’svas primaril}' political, 
though the eventual object \vas economic. In tiiis 
respect it may be said to have started where the old 
left off. The founder was not IMarx, but LassaHe,^ 
w^hdfee personal acti\dty was prematurely cut shorif 
by a duel in 1864, but whose influence persisted 

^Ferdinand Lassalle (1825-1564), bom at Breslau of a well-to-do 
commcrciai Jewish family ; had a high school and university educa- 
tion and also went for a short time to the school of commerce in 
Leipzig, but had no taste for business ; took up the study of philos- 
ophy, history and literature ; b^ame a Socialist when only eigb.teon, 
mainly because of the harsh tre^ment of Jews, but came later under 
the influence of French Socialists during a visit to Paris ; threw himself 
with ar^pur into the German revolutionary movement in 1848, which 
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for vears af tenvards. Lassaiie owed little or nothing 
to ilarx, but drew his inspiration direct from French 
s')urces, as did all revolutionary Germans of that 
ueriod Paris was to them the Mecca of liberty. 
He was most influenced by Lcjtiis Blanc and aimed 
a: The organisation of Labour with State a^d. He 
cipened his campaign in 1862 with an address giv'en 
to a meeting of workmen in Berlin, in which he 
outlined the idea, already made familigh'^y French 
^v^iters, of raising the working classes to be the 
dominant power, as the next step in the historical 
evolution of so< 5 ety. This discourse w’as afterwards 
published as the Labour Programme and attracted 
more attention from the Government than from 
the workmen ; Lassaiie was prosecuted, but escaped 
\rith a small fine. 

German workmen -were at this time taking an 
interest in politics and in cultural improvement. 
For the former they looked to the Liberals ; for 
the latter to the mutual improvement societies or 
institutes of which many had been formed. But 
they were not interested in economics and knew 
nothing of Socialism. Saxony was industrially 
the most highly developed part of Germany, and 
Leipzig the centre. Bebel, who was right in the 
middle of it (see below), says in his autobiography 
that Socialism and Communism meant nothfng to 
them. They had notreacf the Communist Manifesto 

brought him in contact with Marx, who visited Germany at that time; 
Lassaiie was prosecuted and sentenced to six months imprisonment. 
In I Hoc he entered the resrular political held, with a view to forming 
a Labour or Democratic I’arry. man of brilliant abilities and great 
learning, he commanded the ad‘.*iiration of Bisniarck, but he was 
also a social butterhy, and threw away his life before he v/as forty 
in a duel on account of a love affair. He is the hero of George Meredith’s 
novel The Tragic Corfiediam. 
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or the writings of other German Socialists and 
Communists — Wilhelm 'Weitling, Moses Hess/ Karl 
Grtin, Karl Robertus and others — and took so little 
interest in such questions that a proposal made at 
the Congress of Workmen's Societies in 1863 to 
establish classes in economics and political theory 
wks rejected — an instructive contrast to modern 
developments. But the German workmen were 
beginning'tO^stir on their own account in a different 
way. If the intellectual leaders drew inspiration 
from France, the workmen looked rather to England 
and the trade union movement, whioii had developed 
there quite independently of Socialism. In 1862 
a party of twelve German workmen were sent from 
Berlin by the National Society to visit the Exhibi- 
tion in London, where they met fellow-workmen, 
and in this episode originated the idea of inter- 
national organisation afterwards exploited by Marx. 

The report of the German workmen on their 
return^ to Berlin led to the decision in agreement 
with the Leipzig Central Committee to hold a 
German Labour Congress at Leipzig ; and Lassalle 
,was invited to publish his \dews in a pamphlet, 
which he did in Z\Iarch 1S63. The appearance of 
this document, which was entitled Open Reply to 
the Central Committee, was followed by the formation 
in Jfay of the ' General German Workmen's Union,"'^ 
which is regarded as the foundation of the Social 
Democratic Party, or organised Socialism in 
Germany, from which in turn sprang the revival 
of Socialism in other countries. 

^ Moses Hess, the most impoltant of these, has been called the 
father of German Socialism, nc?c without reason. He exercised a 
strong inteUectuai influence on both Marx and Lassalle and was, 
like the%j of Jewis^ family. 
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The Open Reply began by declaring that the 
Radical or Progressive Party, on which the working 
classes had relied, had proved totally incapable of 
realising their aspirations and that they must form 
an independent party of their o\fn, with the demand 
for universal, equal and direct suffrage as the main 
plank in their programme ; their pohcy sheuld be 
a peaceful and constitutional agitatio n ^ nducted 
by all lawful means. With regarc?^'’^ social 
questions, trie co-operative and self-help institu- 
tions founded by Schulze of Delitsch on the English 
model, were welcomed and commended, but declared 
quite inadequate to effect any real improvement 
in the condition of the great bulk of workmen 
employed in the large industry. To prove this 
Lassalle expounded the famous ' brazen law of 
vrages/ vrhich is that imder modem conditions and 
the control of supply and demand the average 
wage is alwa3’s limited to the bare subsistence level 
required for the maintenance and propagation of 
life ciccording to the customary’ standard of the 
nation. It is merelv a variant of the observation 
originally made by Sismondi and repeated by others 
that competition forces workmen dovm to * what is 
absoluteh' necessarj’^ for daily subsistence,' and 
that the orthodox theory^ of economics ' reduces 
the working class to the strictest necessaries.' 
The orthodox theory^, referred to was Ricardo's 
political economy, which furnished the basis of all 
the economic theories of Socialism from William 
Thompson to the Erfurt Programme. The brazen 
law has long been given as a mistake by aU 
educctted Socialists, but i{ still figures implicitly 
or explicitly in propaganda. 
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So the ship was launched, and the first thing that 
happened was the inevitable outbreak of squabbling 
among the crew, which was not lessened by the 
death of the captain. Among his lieutenants the 
ablest man was J. 5 . Schweitzer, a barrister and a 
very clever manager who eventually became the 
leader M the Lassalleans. He endeavoured to 
enlist the co-operation of Marx and Engels, then 
in Londonl^nd offered the leadership to Marx, who 
declined it. However, one of his disciples did come 
in to assist in the new paper, the Sozialdemokrat, 
which was to be the organ of the party. This was 
Wilhelm Liebknecht,^ who was destined to play 
an important part in future developments with 
Bebel.® The two came together in 1865, when 

^ W’'illiam Liebknecht (1826-1900), bom at Giessen of a middle- 
class family ; had a high school and university education ; fell under 
the influence of French Socialism ; was expelled from Berlin and took 
refuge in Switzerland ; flung himself into the revolutionary movement 
in 1S48 and proclaimed a republic in Baden ; after the collapse came to 
London, where he lived by teaching and writing for thirteen years 
in close contact with Marx ; returned to Germany to edit an important 
North German paper in 1862, but soon gave it up. Joined the Lassal- 
leans in 1864, but left them and joined Bebel in Leipzig in 1S65 ; was 
elected to the North German Parliament in 1867, and to the Reich- 
stag later; was joint leader of the Parliamentary Socialists with 
I Bebel ; became editor of the chief Socialist paper VorwmiSj in 1890 ; 
was a consistent follower of Marx and an imcompromising revolu- 
tionary. 

® August Bebel {1840-1913), bom in barracks at Cologne; son of 
a non-commissioned officer in the army; apprenticed for four years 
to a %"ood- turner ; travelled as journeyman 1S5S-1S60 ; tried to enter^ 
the army but rejected as unfit ; -went to Leipzig, where he found 
work, and threw himself into thc*development of the local Woricmen’s 
improvement Society ; became interefstcd in politics as a Radical 
opposed to Lassalie ; converted to Socialism partly by Liebknecht, 
and partly by reading Lassalie ; elected to the North German Diet 
as a Democrat in 1S67 ; set up for himself in business ; elected to 
the Reichstag in 1871 ; prosecuted and imprisoned in 1S71 ; was then 
emploving a foreman, six joume|men and two apprentices ; elected 
to the Reichstag while in prison ; Si 1S74 took a partner in the business, 
which was the manufacture in a steam-driven factory of horn handles 
for doors and windows ; in 1889 he retired from business, and on his 
death in#i9i3 left £50,000, 
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Liebknecht, expelled from Prussia, came to 
Leipzig, As an older and better educated man, 
the latter at once exercised considerable influence 
over Bebel, whom he instructed in the Marxian 
faith. Both were opposed to t?ie Lassallean^party 
and policy, and in 1S69 founded a rival organisation 
called the ' Social Democratic Workmen's Party,' 
at a congress of the workmen's instituteSj^n which 
Bebel had for years been deeply inter'eS^d. The 
rival organisations entered on an embittered 
conflict not only as political parties but also in 
regard to the fortnation of trade unions, which had 
been taken up a little earlier by Dr. Hirsch. Bebel 
assigns the birth of trade unionism in Germany 
to the year 1868, when Schweitzer for the Lassallean 
party entered into competition with Hirsch, and 
the Leipzig group started a movement against both 
under the influence of Liebknecht, who lectured on 
the English trade unions and aimed at creating unions 
in Germany in the service of Marxian Socialism. 

There followed years of confused strife between 
and within the parties after the manner that has 
invariably marked all Socialist movements. The ^ 
rival groups, as usual, were far more concerned to 
make their own ideas prevail than to achieve any 
practical result. Bebel himself is the witness: 

' It cannot be denied fiiat while the political 
movement was greatly impeded by dissensions 
the trade union movement suffered even more. 
None of the political groups would renounce the 
formation of its own sp^pial unions in the hope 
of seciiring increased power." ^ 

* Auiobiograjohy^ Cap. jd, 
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The fight for the trade unions has been carried on 
to this day, when several different kinds exist, but 
the political conflict was brought to an end by the 
fusion of the Lassalleans and Marxians in 1875, 
when a joint confess w^as held at Gotha and a 
common policy formulated. There was much dis- 
cussion about the name to be given to the new 
organisation, and after several alternative proposals 
had beer^ejected the title ‘ Socialist Workmen’s 
(or Labour) Party of Germany ’ {Sozialistische 
Arbeiter Partei Deutschlands) was adopted, but 
was later changed to ‘ Social-Deiflocratic Party of 
Germany.’ This title, which had come loosely 
into use during the period of Bismarck’s anti- 
Socialist legislation (1878-1890) was formally 
adopted at the important Congress held at Erfurt 
in 1891, when the famous Erfurt programme was 
laid down. It differed widely from the previous 
Gotha programme, which had been a compromise 
betwaen the Lassallean and Marxian doctrines. 
The new document revealed the triumph of the 
latter, of which it was and still is the authoritative 
and orthodox expression. Marx, who was in London 
all this time, had nothing directly to do with it, 
but he inspired it, chiefly through Liebknecht. 
Sinfe it is one of the most important pronounce- 
ments in the history of Socialism it is desirable tS 
quote at least the intfodu^tion, which laid down 
the theoretical basis of what has been the dominant 
form of Sociahsm ever since. It runs ; 

‘ The economic (jevelopment of bourgeois 
society leads necessarily by its very nature to 
the»disappe^ance of tho small mdustry, the basis 
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of which is the workman's ownership of his means 
of production. It separates the workman from 
those means and turns him into a propertyless 
proletarian, v/hile the means of production be- 
come the monopoly of a relatively small nujpber 
of capitalists and large land-owners. 

' Hand in hand with this monopolisation of* 
the means of production goes the sugjjlanting 
of the scattered small concerns by colossal large 
ones, the evolution of the tool into the machine, 
and a gigantic increase in the productivity of 
human labour. But all the advantages of this 
transformation are monopolised by the capitalists 
and large land-owners. For the proletariat 
and the declining intermediate classes — small 
tradesmen and peasantrj^ — ^it signified con- 
stantly increasing insecurity of existence, 
miser}^ oppression, servitude, debasement, ex- 
ploitation. 

' Ever greater grows the number of prole- 
tarians, ever vaster the army of superfluous 
workers, ever wider the gulf betw^een the ex- 
ploiters and exploited, ever more embittered the 
class-w-ar between bourgeoisie and proletariat, 
which divides modem society into tw^o hostile 
camps, and is the hall-mark of all industrial 
'countries. 

' The abyss betw*een the owming and non-owming 
classes is further widened by the crises inherent 
in the capitalist method of production, wiiich 
become ever more exiensive and destmctive, 
which raise general insecurity to the normal 
condition of society and furnish proof that modem 
productive forces have far outgrown], society^and 
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that private ownership of the means of produc- 
tion has become quite incompatible with their 
proper application and full development. 

' Private ownership cf the means of prcduc- 
tio3j, which formerly secured to the producer the 
possession of his o\ra product, has to-da}' become 
the ^ means of expropriating peasants, hand- 
workers, and small tradesmen and putting non- 
workers^capitalists and landcv/ners — ^iii posses- 
sion of the product cf the workers. Only the 
conversion ’of capitalist private oumership of 
the means of production — iancT and soil, mines 
and pits, raw* materials, tools, machines, means 
of transport — ^into social ownership, and tra.ns- 
formation of production for the market into 
Socialistic production carried on for and by 
society, can bring about the conversion of the 
large industry and the constantly increasing 
productivity of social labour from a source of 
misery and oppression for the hitherto exploited 
classes, into a source of tJie highest w-elfare and 
all-round harmonious perfection. 

' This social transformation implies the eman- 
cipation not only of the proletariat but of the 
whole human race which is sufiering under present 
qpnditions. But it can be accomplished only 
by the w^orking class, because all other classesT 
in spite of conflicting*interests among themselves, 
stand on the ground of private property in the 
means of production, and have as a common 
object preservation of the existing basis of 
society. | 

' The battle of the working class agaiiist 
capitalist exploitation is necessarii}^ a political 
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one. The working class cannot fight its economic 
battles or develop its economic organisation 
vithoat political rights. It cannot achieve the 
transference of the means of production into the 
possession of the community ^^ithout first secur- 
ing possession of political power. 

' To shape this battle of the working class' 
into a conscious and united effort and to demon- 
strate its inevitable aim — this is the of the 
Social-Democratic Party. 

' The interests of the working class are identical 
in aU countries where capitalist production pre- 
vails. With the expansion of world traffic and of 
production for the world market the condition 
of the workers in every countrj^ becomes ever more 
dependent on the condition of the workers in 
other countries. The emancipation of the work- 
ing class is therefore a task in which the workers 
in all civilised countries are equally concerned. 
Recognising this, the Social-Democratic Barty 
of Germany feels and declares itself one with 
the class-conscious workers of aU other 
countries. 

‘ The Social-Democratic Party of Germany is 
fighting, then, not for new class privileges or 
superior rights, but for the abolition of class 
rule and of classes themselves, for equal rights 
and equal duties for. ail without distinction of 
sex or birth. Serting out from this standpoint, 
it combats in existing society not merely the 
exploitation and oppression of the w^age-eamers, 
but every sort of exploration and oppression, 
whether exercised against a class, a party, a sex 
or a race.' 
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The influence of Marx is written ail over this 
pronouncement. The description of the economic 
conditions contained in the opening paragraphs 
merely recapituhdes ideas already expressed in the 
Communist Mani^sto forty-three years before and 
originally derived by Marx from Sismondi and the 
‘early Erench and English Socialists ; but an exclu- 
sively Marxian touch is given by the emphasis laid 
on the^'ISfevitable character of the process, which 
it is assumed must go on progressively in the same 
direction, until it culminates, through the ever- 
worsening conditions created, in tiie predicted over- 
throw of the existing economic order and the trans- 
ference of la,nd and capital from private to public 
ovmership. 

This is the theorj’ of increasing misery, and the 
assumption of inevitability is the distinguishing 
feature of ' Scientihc Socialism,' which was invented 
by Slarx and sharply contrasted, to his glorification, 
vdth all other forms of Socialism. The idea is 
embodied in the German word nakirnoiii'endig, for 
which we have no equivalent in English. It means 
inevitable by nature, like a law of pht’sical science, 
and it occurs twice in the Erfurt programme. 

Now, as a matter of plain, historical fact, the 
pjocess of social and economic development had 
not continued in the same direction, but had been 
greatly modified by What was true when 

Sismondi wrote and organised Socialism began in 
the first quarter of the igtli century no longer held 
good even in 1S4S, and much less in 1S91. But the 
dogma had been lai# down by Marx and must 
therefore be adhered to, though at variance with 
the ^ facts. The discrepancy, however, was too 
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glaring to be ignored and it led to a great division 
of opinion in the party on the subject of what is 
known as ' Revision/ The word is loosely used in 
two senses. It first came up at the annual congress 
in 1S94, raid from then onwardi at intervals until 
IQ:' 5 /when a grand debate took place on it. TBem- 
stein, one of the leaders of the Party and a pro;ninent 
re\'isionist, explained that the term referred to 
the theory, not the practice, of the pafW; what 
needed revision was not the whole programme, 
but the first five paragraphs of the preamble and 
part of the sixth, because they did not correspond 
with the facts. 

The chief trouble was the theory of increasing 
miserj^ to which the revisionists objected because 
miser]/ was not increasing. This question was 
discussed at length in 1899, ^wo defences were 
offered : (i) that what was meant was only the 
tendency of misery to increase, (2) that wmat w^as 
meant was not absolute but relative misery.^ The 
ivord re\ision came to be applied, however, to the 
polic}' of the party in regard to social reform, and 
not onlj’ of the party but of Socialism in general. 
The connection is ob\ious. The theory of increas- 
ing miser}" leading to the complete overthrow of 
the existing order is inconsistent with the improve- 
Inent of existing conditions by means of social 
reforms, ivliicli must postpone the grand consumma- 
tion ; and the question arises — ^which path ought 
Socialists to pursue ? They cannot avoid the issue, 
because reforms are constantly being proposed and 
introduced by other partij|^.s. What should their 
attitude be? The re\dsionists took the line of 
frankly promoting reforms, to which the ^ other 
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more revolutionary vung objected as pla^dng the 
bourgeois game and sacrificing the specific prin- 
ciples of Socialism. 

This difference has run through the whole move- 
ment and ahvays\ivided it into a right and left 
wing,*not only in Germany, but ever 3 "where. In 
Germany the party held together as a political unit 
in spite of heated disputes, mainly through the 
German 55!»se of discipline and the skilful leadership 
of Bebel, who was alv.-a 3 ’s more of a politician than 
a theoretical Socialist ; but elsewhere the division 
took more open eiiect and became a great source of 
.weakness, particularh' in France. On the surface 
the difference appears to be nicrei 3 ’' a matter of 
the relath'e stress laid on the final revolutionary 
aim and on the immediate practical questions of 
the da}- ; but it reall}" goes much deeper. It reflects 
the clash betvreen fact andTheorv", between things 
as they are and as Marx pictured them. This 
contr^Ldiction is fundamental and fatal to the theor}^ 
to which orthodox ilarxians nevertheless cling 
because it cliimes vvith their wishes and thej" can 
think of nothing to replace it. The lack of original 
ideas characterising the whole second phase of 
Socialism is very clearl}' illustrated by this sterile 
repetition of old fcrmukis. Sian}" Marxians, con- 
sciSus of the discrepanc}’ between reality and 
h 3 ’pothesis, have said ^hat if Marx had lived he 
would have modified bis views, and he probabty 
would. Both he and Engels did change their views 
ver}?' considerably during their lives, and Invent}' 
3'ear3 before the Erfurifc programme admitted, in a 
new edition of the Communist Manifesto, that it 
had become antiquated in some respects ; but 
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neither was an original thinker, and it is doubtful 
if they were capable of any new and.vital ideas that 
would really answer to the march of events. 

At any rate, their followers w^re not. They met 
the difficulty by combining disaSrdant propositions. 
Thev repeaned the old phrases of the Confhiunist 
Manifesto about the proletariat and th§ bour- 
geoisie, elimination of the small concerns by the 
large (concentration of capital), increa^ffg misery, 
etc^, leading inevitably to the economic revolution 
to be accomplished by the roused proletariat, 
not by force, hownver, as in the Communist Mani- 
festo, but by political action ; and having thus paid 
foinial homage to the dogmta, they proceeded to 
tack on to it a programme of reforms, electoral, 
financial and social, tending to a more democratic 
constitution and improvement of the condition of 
the proletariat, but diitering from any Radical 
programme only by being more comprehensive 
and going rather farther in some respects. The 
principal items were the following : 

Universal adult (twenty years) suffrage ; pro- 
portional representation; initiative and referendum 
universal military service for national militia ; 
decisions on war and peace by representatives of 
the people ; free speech and free m.eetings ; legal 
and social equality of sexes ; religion to be a private 
matter, no public funds to be devoted, to clerical 
or religious purposes ; secular public education ; 
gratuitous administration of justice and advocacy ; 
elected judges, the right of appeal from sentences, 
abolition of the death per^lty ; gratuitous medical 
treatment and burial ; graduated income tax and 
death duties ; abolition of indirect taxation. Also 
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labour legislation (national and international), 
including an eight hours' day, abolition of child 
labour under foiirteen and of night-work except on 
technical groundsMveekly rest of at least thirty- 
six hours, abolition of truck, supervision and 
inspecSon of working conditions, thorough indus- 
tri^ hygiene, agricultural and domestic workers to 
have the same legal rights as industrial workers, 
the righr*bf combination, the whole system of 
workmen's insurance to be taken over by the 
State and administered with joint control by the 
workmen. 

Not a single item in the programme has anything 
to do with the ' conversion of capitalist private 
owmership of the means of production into social 
ownership,' declared in the preamble to be the 
sole means of attaining the great end and abolishing 
the evils described. Facts were too strong for 
theory. When it came to practical politics. 
Socialism was relegated to a pious expression of 
opinion, and the actual measures officially adopted 
by the party were reforms intended to modify the 
existing system but not to change its essential 
character. 

And that was the part played all through by the 
German Socialists. They assisted in shaping re- 
forms, and used their growing strength to that end ; 
they have all been revisionists in fact, whatever 
they might say. They could in truth do nothing 
else for two reasons — -first because the proletariat, 
wffio are their clients, did not wish to sink deeper 
and deeper into miserf in order to promote a 
glorious change in some indefinite future, but on 
the cgntraiy demanded immediate rehef; and 
Fm 
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secondly, because the alternative was to condemn 
themselves to complete sterility^ At the last 
Congress of the party held before -the war in 1913, 
some dissatisfaction was ex-cressed, and the 
Reichstag members, in giving ihn account of their 
stewardship, took an apologetic tone ; blit the 
Congress endorsed their revisionist tactics, by 333 
to 142 votes, and Dr. Frank, of Mannheim, one of 
the ablest members, declared that the<Sd rmcom- 
promising attitude was obsolete. He argued that 
reform tactics were really in accordance with 
their principles, because though they apparently 
bolstered up the capitalist system they actually 
strengthened the working classes. The argument 
is ingenious and has force, but it throws over 
scientific Socialism. 


The progress of the party in Parliamentary? 
strength is shown in the following table, which 
gives the results of successive general elections 
after the formation of the Empire. 


REICHSTAG ELECTIONS 



Votes cast 

Percentage 

Socialists 

Year 

for 

of total 

elected 


Socialists " 

votes 


1871 

124,655 

3-2 

2 

1874 

351,952 

6.8 

10 

1877 

493,283 

9.1 

13 

1S78 

437.15S ^ 

7.6 

9 

1881 

311,961 

6.1 

13 

1884 

549,990 

9-7, 

24 
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REICHSTAG ^'L'ECTlOm— {continued) 



Votes cast 

Percentage 

Socialists 

Year 

V 

of total 

elected 


Socialists 

votes 


1S87 

763,128 

lO.I 

II 

1890’ 

1,427,298 

19.7 

35 

1893 

1,786,738 

23-3 

44 

1898 

2,107,076 

27.2 

56 

1903 

3,010,771 

31-7 

81 

1907 

3,259,020 

28.9 

43 

1912 

4,250,329 

34-8 

no 


During the forty-one years the party had grown 
from insignificance to be the largest group in the 
Reichstag, and the percentage of votes cast for it 
had increased more than tenfold. The percentage 
is a b^etter index than the number of votes cast 
because the electorate was steadily increasing all 
the time and nearly doubled between 1871 and 
1912. The percentage is also a better index of 
electoral strength than the number elected, because 
that is subject to the caprice of luck. The great 
drop in members from 1903 to 1907 and the sub- 
seqlfent stiU greater rise in 1912 were both largely* 
due to luck. • 

But perhaps the most interesting feature of the 
table is the movement of the party during 
the period 1S7S-1S90, covering the duration of 
Bismarck's anti-Socialift laws. This repressive 
legislation, which followed an attempt to shoot 
Kaiser Wiiliehn 1. out driving in Berlin, was enacted 
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after the 187S election, and \vas renewed at intervals 
imtil the beginning of 1890, when dt fell through 
in consequence of part}’ strife hStween Liberals 
and Consen-atives. " Its" effect shown by the 
drop of votes in 1881 and its 'lailure by the sub- 
sequent rise in 1SS4 and 18S7. Its expiry in 1890 
found the Socialist Party about thrice as, strong 
as it had been before the law %vas passed. The 
several parties in the Reichstag, exclusi^ of some 
small, special and indefinite groups, and their 
strength at three successive stages are shown in 
the following table : 


REICHSTAG PARTIES 


Party 

1871 

1890 

1912 

Consen'-ative 

57 

73 

42 

Imperial (Reiclis-Partei) 

37 

20 

' 14 

National Liberal 

• 125 

42 

45 

Progressive (Fcrtschritt) 

46 



Radical (Freisininige) 

. 

66 

— 

Popular {Voikspartei) 

, 

— 

42 

Centre 

63 

106 

93 

Polish 

13 

16 


^^satian 


10 

7 

Social-Democratic 

. 2 

35 

no 

From the smallest the* 

Socialists 

had 

become 


the largest group, mainly at the expense of Liberals 
and Radicals. Out of 397 total paembers^ they 
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counted no, or very nearlv- 23 per cent. But their 
progress was s^ili greater electoraily ; the;v" polled 
more than onc^iird 01 the votes cast, and if the 
representation h^been in strict nuinerical propor- 
tion they would nave had 13S members. Their 
strength lay naturcilty in tlie large urban centres 
and industrial districts, which ha,d undergone a 
rapid increase in population, without a redistribu- 
tion of sSixts. 

It must hot be inferred, however, that because 
4-| millicn electors voted for Socialist candidates 
in 1912 there were so man}’ Socialists in Germany 
then. The voters must not be confused with the 
Party itself, which is an organisation of professed 
Socialists, Vvho prove their faith bj’ the convincing 
test of pajdng subscriptions. In 1S75, when the 
tvvO previous groups came togctther, as described 
above, and formed the party proper, they had 
fe^ver than 25,000 members. The income for the 
first year was £2,700, out of which eight whole- 
time propagandists were maintained at a salary 
of £80 a year, besides a niiniber of ether paid 
officers. One of the secrets of the success of Scciaiism 
in Germany is the use made of the Press, particu- 
larly in the form of daily and weekl}’ newspapers. 
Almost fsoni the first the movement had. its own 
papers, to which the most distingnisiied leaders* 
contributed, and they ccntinualL}' increased in 
number. By 1S76 there were 23 and in 1S77 43 
political and 14 labour papers. In 1013 the number 
of journals had increased to 92. No details of the 
membership are availcf^le after 1S75 until 1906, 
but the annual income rose from £2,700 to £11,200 
in iS^i and to £59,590 in 190S. The membership 
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from 1906 do\TO to the Vvax is given in the following 


ilEMBERSHIP OF SOCIAL-;6 eMOCRATIC 
PARTY V 


Year 

Total Members 

Female Members. 

1906 

384.327 

— 

1907 

530.466 

10,943 

190S 

587.336 

29.458 

1909 

633.309 

62,259 

1910 

720,038 

82,642 

1911 

836,562 

107,693 

1912 

970,112 

130,371 

X913 

982,850 

141,115 


An examination of the last two years reveals 
two curious facts : (i) that the rate of increase 
had fallen enormously, and (2) that almost the 
whole of what there was occurred in the women's 
side. The male membership, which had increased 
b}’ 120,000 in 1911-12, had become stationary. 

The numerical strength of the party was derived 
mainh" from the trade unions, the beginnings of 
which liave already been described. They originated 
in spontaneous trade combinations of workmen as 
'far back as 1S43, when the printers formed one. 
Both the Lassallean and' the llarxian Socialist 
parties were against the trade unions until Dr. 
Hirsch, a Radical, took up the organisation of labour 
on the English model, whereupon the Socialist 
Parties began to cultivate ^them in rivalry, all for 
political ends. Eventua.lly there came to be five 
or six kinds of organisation, but of these only four, 
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or perhaps three, were trade unions in our sense 
of the word. These were : (i) the Free or Social- 

Democratic, (2mhe Christian, and (3) the German 
or Hirsch-Dunck\ unions. The third and smallest 
group was the only one rath a continuous history 
from ^869 ; the first and much the largest group 
was submerged under the anti-Socialist laws and 
re-appeared in 1891 ; the second was founded 
later, in r^oo. It was the first group that supported 
the Socialist Party, though \\dthout any formal 
connection, and their rapid growth — from 277,659 
in 1891 to 2,553,162 in 1912 — coincided with the 
progress of the party in the constituencies. The 
much smaller Christian and ' German ’ unions were 
hostile. 

But since the votes cast for the party in 1912 
exceeded the total membership of the ‘ free ' 
unions by if millions it is obvious that a large 
measure of support was drawm from other sources. 
The Socialist Party was, in fact, a refuge for 
voters of ail Idnds who w-ere dissatisfied with 
other parties, or with things in general. The 
Socialist vote, then, represented three grades of 
support : (i) the inner ring of Socialists, (2) an 

outer and larger ring of non-Sociaiist trade-unionists, 
(3) an outside ring of discontented persons. The 
position since the War is dealt with in Part 11 . 



Chapter IV 

THE SECOND PHASE {continued) 

Fraxce and Great Britain 

In France the second phase of Socialism began 
several years later than in Germany. No definite 
movement can be discerned before 1879, when 
Marxian Socialism emerged victorious, for the 
time being, from the clash of ideas in which it 
struggled with the surviving relics of the old 
Socialism and with a spontaneous trade union 
movement that had arisen after the war with Ger- 
many in 1870. 

After the Revolution of 1848, in which Socialism 
was forcibly suppressed, public attention was 
mainly absorbed first in politics and the re-establish- 
ment of the Empire, which w’as consummated in 
1S53, and later by a series of wars — ^with Russia 
(the Crimean war) in 1854-55, with Austria in 
1859-60, with Mexico in 1861-65, and finally with 
Germany in 1870-71, followed by the Commune 
•and the re-establishment of the Republic. During 
this period, also, a vast expansion of industry and 
commerce took place and produced a corresponding 
state of prosperity. Amid these distractions and 
occupations Socialism, though not extinct or alto- 
gether silent, made little impression and no advance. 

The most influential voice w-as that of Proudhon, 
w^ho in 1863 published his Capacity of the Working 
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Classes, which caught their ear. In it he recog- 
nised the clas^vvar, but urged a peaceful solution. 
He protested a^nst the cure of one class-oppression 
by another and\^aintained that the object of the 
working-class should be not to abolish the just 
riglits^of the middle classes, .but to acquire for 
themselves the same liberty of action and so fuse 
the social classes. Mutualism, reciT)rocity of 
ser’idces and co-operation were the salient features 
of his teaching, and of course it clashed violently 
with Marxism, which at this time began to be 
pushed outside Germany, as. well as inside by the 
First International (see Chapter VI). It is im- 
possible to say what might have become of these 
tendencies because they %vere aU submerged in the 
Franco-German war. 

The catastrophe led to the Commune of Ma.rch, 
1871, which presented an amorphous v^'eiter of 
diferent and really antagonistic elements Sung 
together by popular excitement. It included 
traditions of the Great Revolution — notably attacks 
on the Church and religion — ^mixed up with divergent 
strains of Socialism, both Proudhonian and Marxian. 
There was much talk about the proletariat, and 
one proclamation announced the * progressive 
universalisation of property/ whatever that might 
m(3«n. Real workmen took an active part and 
proclaimed ideal aims ; the re-establishment of the 
national workshops tvas demanded among other 
things, and traces of iiitemational Socialism re- 
vealed themselves. But as a whole the rising was 
rather political than eccmomic so far as it had Bny 
deSnite character at all beyond an exhibition of 
violence. The predominant inSuence was that of 
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Blanoui, the veteran revolutionary" conspirator, 
and the effect of the outbreak was purely destructive. 
Unsupported by the Provinces,,- 'which were in 
g-enerai opposed to it, the Paris rif^g was suppressed 
in May;* but in the following' September, when 
passing through on my way back to school in 
England, I saw the bumt-out public buildings 
and the remains of barricades still in the streets. 

The first movement that followed came from 
the trade unions which had been encoitiaged under 
the Empire by the removal of some legal disa,bilities, 
and it had nothing of Socialism in it. Begun in 
1S72, this trade imion movement, though severely 
harried again under the new Republic, had advanced 
sufticiently to hold a congress of some importance 
in 1876. It was the first Labour Congress in 
France, and its aims were definitely pacific and 
co-operative. But in the same year Jules Guesde, 
the consistent champion of .Marxism, returned from 
exile and at once set to tvork to capture the Congress. 
A struggle ensued in which the co-operators held 
their own at successive congresses until 1S79, when 
intellectuals as well as trade unionists were ad- 
mitted and the principles of the class-v;ar and 
socialisation of land and capital were adopted by 
73 to 27 votes. 

This congress, held at Marseilles, marked "the 
foundation of the Socialist-Labour Party in France, 
under the title of ‘ Federation of the Party of 
Socialist Workers of France.' Its formation was 
to be consummated at the following congress to 
be held at Havre in 1880, fer which purpose Guesde 
repaired to London to draw up a programme with 
Marx and Engels; but he was not to have it aU 



FRANCE AND GREAT BRITAIN 75 

his own way. His programme, which followed 
the usual Marx^n lines and advocated collectivism, 
was approved ^ Paris, but met with a stout 
resistance from Xe trade unionists in the large 
provincial towms which are traditionally and instinc- 
tively 'opposed to the influence *of Paris. The men 
of Hayye in particular were determined that the 
meeting should be a real labour congress, not one 
of * bourgeois theorists,' and laid down the reason- 
able condition that only delegates representing a 
group of at least twenty-five members should be 
admitted. This split the new party in two. 
Guesde, who was as intolerant of opposition as 
Marx himself, withdrew to another haU and held 
a separate congress with his followers. 

The conflict, thus begun by Socialism within 
the Labour movement, was destined to last for 
tvrenty-five years in various forms. It is a tedious 
and tangled story not worth telling in detail ; and 
by the time it was nominally ended in 1905 another 
and a far more significant line of cleavage had 
established itself. This was S\ndicalism, which 
emerged in full force in 1902. A brief review of 
the intervening period must suffice. The principal 
fact was the growth of trade unionism after 1SS4, 
when the legal disabilities, which had repressed 
th^movement ever since the great Revolution, were 
removed by abrogation* of the law of 1791 pro- 
hibiting aU combinations. *The sixty-eigiit trade 
unions existing in 18S4 had become more than 
1,000 in 1890 and 2,685 in 1900 ; and where the 
carcase was, there thS eagles or vultures were 
gathered together. The Socialist groups, multi- 
plying by division, fought for control of the unions. 
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Ths fet split in i88o, related above, was soon 
followed by" a second in 1882, when .Ouesde and his 
follcwers q-aarrehed with Brouss': and left the 
organisation they had founded th^nselves. Another 
split followed before long between Brousse and 
AHeinane, and in ^890 there were four Socialist 
parties in the field ; (t) French Labour Party 

(Guesdist and Marxian), {2) Federation of Socialist 
Workers (Broussist and Reformist), (3) Socialist 
Revolutionart" Labour Party (AHemanist), (4) 
Socialist Revolutionary Party (Blanquist and largely 
Anarcliist). Later a fifth group of Independents 
was formed. The first of these groups had most 
success with the growing trade unions, who held 
a national congress in 18S6, at which it was decided 
to form a national federation. In the foUowmg 
year the Guesdist principles w’ere adopted, but with 
the general strike added on to them. 

In that same year, however, a little cloud ap- 
peared upon ths horizon. The first botirse du 
travail was opened in Paris. The word means 
literally ‘ labour exchange,’ and that was the 
original idea ; but the thing itself C2ime to corre- 
spond much more closely to our ‘ trades council,’ 
that is a local organisation embracing all the unions 
in the district. Other towns soon set up bourses 
of their own, and there were thus two forms^of 
trade union organisation.’ In 1892 the bourses 
formed a federation of their own and the two 
federations became rivals, once more illustrating 
the extraordinarj’ tendency of the French to dis- 
agree. Now’ since the Gucsdists had more or less 
captured the Federation of Unions, the other 
Socialists naturally' looked to the federation of 
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bourses for support ; and they found a fa'v'ourable 
soil for cultiv'ii^dng at least opposition to Man^dan 
political SociaiiSin and the prospect of State Col- 
lectivism. \ 

But^gradually a purety labour policy was evolved, 
very much as in England in 1^33. To make the 
resemblance complete, the idea of the general 
strike, first put forward in England in 1S31,’ 
reappeared in exactly the same form. The sim- 
dicalist policy grew up round this idea, which 
greatly appealed to French workmen. It was a 
flag, a slogan calling to action and perfect!}- suited 
to their psycholog}^ ; even the Guesdist unions 
rallied to it. The hea\y Marxian economics had 
bored them to death ; Guesde’s intolerable arro- 
gance repelled them, and the sterilittr of his Parlia- 
mentary policy disillusioned them. They were 
ready for something new, more tangible, and their 
own." It 'was this idea that brought the two federa- 
tions together. 

In 1S94 a joint congress was held at which the 
general strike was adopted after a set debate, and 
the following year savv the fonnation of the General 
Confederation of Labour and the inauguration of 
' Sradicaiism,’ in the technical sense of a militrmt 
labour movement independent of all politics and 
es^cially opposed to State Socialism. The fusion 
of the two wings was (•ompleted in 1902 and the 
new movement established " on a finn basis. Its 
aim was capture of the means of production by 
the workmen engaged in each industry, and aboli- 
tion of the State ; thS means were the general 
strike and sabotage, which is any action that damages 

* See p. 25. 
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the interest of the present owners or employers, 
whether private persons or pnblii'^ bodies, who 
were equally regarded as enemierr This policy is 
obviously more anarchist than ‘socialist in that it 
would abolish the State, but it differs from anarchism 
proper in ths.t it would not establish that cdinplete 
individual freedom Vvhich is the supreme object 
of anarchism. The trade unions would be free 
and autonomous, but the individual w^orkmen 
would be controlled by the organSation. The 
expression ' direct action,' which has since become 
famous in England, was coined by the French 
StTidicalisis. They did not formulate any clearly 
constructive policy; and the organisation, though 
nominalh" united, was soon weakened by division 
into right and left \dngs, and by the standing 
resistance offered by large provincial towns to the 
domination of Paris. 

The principle of Stmdicalism was the most 
original idea that emerged in the second phase of 
Socialism, and even that was a revival — a spon- 
taneous and unconscious revival — of the English 
movement of 1S31-34." But the motive was 
different. French Syndicalists argued that the 
State was too oppressive already and if it controlled 
industry life would be intolerable. The new move- 
^ ment naturally attracted much attention ^d 
attempts were made to ' transplant it to other 
countries, but with little visible success except 
where anarchist tendencies w’ere strong, as in the 
Latin countries. Nevertheless, it has exercised 
a powerful and general kmuence, and has every- 
where modined the Socialist conception of the 

^ See p. 29. 
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new order by bringing in the idea of the control 
of industrj- b% those engaged in it. In France 
the General Co^deration, which numbered about 
lialf a million n^nbers before the war, actually 
jmhieved nothing but a Issge number of (generally/ 
abortive) strikes; but it affected the political 
situation, and was a source of weakness to the 
Socialist Parties, to which I now return. 

They made no mark in the Chamber of Deputies 
until 1893. "^Their first electoral campaign in 1SS5 
produced only 60,000 votes ; in 1889, seven mem- 
bers were returned ; in 1S93, tliere were 43. They 
then entered on a period of considerable Parliamen- 
tary^ activity and acquired a nevv standing in the 
public eye, due not only to their number, but also 
to the personality of certain members, particularly 
Jean Jaures, Vv’ho forsook the Radicals and took 
up Socialism in 1892. A professor of philosophy, 
a nia.n of the highest culture and a most accom- 
plished orator, he commanded general respect and 
esteem, and from 1S93 Socialism became ' respect- 
aide.' M. Ivlillerand was another member v/ho 
commanded respect by his ability and knovdedge 
of socicil questions. In 1896, he gave a famous 
iLddress on Socialism to representatives of the 
Socialist parties, and dt;fined a conception of 
S(?ftalisin which was tinaniinoushc accepted. It 
is virtually identical \vi?h that of our ovm Labour 
Party to-day — gradual and progressive socialisa- 
■ ion of the means of production by constitutional 
methods. 

Both ho and Jaurc-s tfere working then for unity, 
which was eventually achieved by Jaures in 1905, 
when the *' French Socialist Party ' (Reformist) 
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and the ' Socialist Party of France ' (Revolutionary), 
joined hands, but in the interval, Millerand had 
created a great stir and revived/; antagonisms by 
entering the ‘ bourgeois " WaldecS-Rosseau Ministry 
in 1S99. This incident revealed the gulf between 
orthodox Marxian ^Socialism and Reformism, and 
sent a shock throughout the Socialist world. The 
electoral address of the Unified Party in 1906 was 
a summarised paraphrase of the Erfurt programme 
— class war, increasing misery, conque^Tc of political 
power, socialisation of the means of production, etc. 
The political progress of the party is shown in the 
following table of general elections : 


Year 

Votes Received 

Members Elected 

1902 

805,000 

48 

1906 

877,999 

54 

1910 

1,106,047 

■76 


The Parliamentarj’ strength of the Party in a 
Chamber of 577, and siiii more its voting strength 
in the constitutencies, were smaU compared with 
the corresponding position of the Party in Germany, ^ 
and its actual membership comparatively trifling, 
being less than 70,000. But these figures do not 
reflect the real position in France. The Unified 
Party, though nominall}?^ embracing the old groTi^s, 
did not include all the Socialist elements; there 
were, in addition, 34 Independent Socialist Deputies 
in the Chamber, and 150 Radical Socialists, mean- 
ing Radicals leaning towards Socialism, but not 
of it. The French had not fcoved towards Socialism 
in the solid manner of the Germans, but they had 
moved more than appeared on the surface. The 
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net result was to promote a policj/ of reform in 
which the moc^rate wing of the Socialist ParU" — 
still divided by ■mternal d;iT.jrences though ' uni- 
ted’ — could join, viiiie the left wing was condemned 
to sterility. 

In short, the practical iipsl-ot was much the 
same as in Germany, thoii^h tlic partj’ grc'uylng 
was different. As Socialism increased its strcngih 
it might retain its policy, but being confronted 
with sterility or reform had to adjust its action to 
circumstances. The example of M. iliUerand in 
joining a bourgeois Ministry was followed by otl>er 
prominent leaders, b}’ M. \’iviani and 31 . Briand, 
who had assisted Jaures in founding the- iiri]jort- 
ant newspaper, UHumaniU, in 1904. Before this 
paper appeared French Soci-.ilism Imd been veiw 
weak in literature and particularly in periodicals, 
in contrast with Germany and its own early phase. 
Its increasing strength just before the war wa.s 
shown at the general election of 1914, wlien the 
Socialists polled 1,391,373. votes and had 102 
deputies returned. The memberslup of the party 
had then risen to 93,000. 

Some miention must be made of its municipal 
activity, which began earlier and ach'anced much 
more rapidly than its parliamentary eih-rts. Dat- 
ing from 1SS2, W'hen Socialist councillors were 
returned in some prowncial towns, it speedily 
gained complete control iii so m.any provincial 
to^-ns tliat in ten years' time a congress of Socialist 
municipalities was organised. This success brought 
theory to the test of practice, with the result that 
the administration of affairs on Socialist principles 
led to such a state of ffnancial disorder as to cause 
Gs^ 



83 


SOCIALIST MOVEMENT 


its abandonment by general consei^ in one town 
after another. Outside the town the peasantry — 
small working landowners — ^ha;% always been 
opposed to Socialism, and since they are very 
numerous in France, their resistance fonq^ed an 
obstacle wliich coifipelled a revision of principles 
and the toleration of smaU capitalists. So*matters 
stood before the war, when on its very eve, French 
Socialism sustained a great loss by the assassin- 
ation of Jaures. On November 23, 1924, his remains ' 
were removed from the cemetery where they had 
lain and deposited in the Pantheon with great 
ceremony at the national expense. 

Great Britain 

The revival of Socialism came considerably later 
in Great Britain, although London was the birth- 
place of the first International in 1864“. This 
organisation, which is described in Chapter VII, was 
directed by hlarx, and the fact that it rather repelled 
than attracted the trade unions, which it was 
intended to capture, shows how little the doctrine 
associated with it appealed to the new generation. 
The former movement had left no live shoots 
behind, as in France, and was indeed generally 
forgotten. Even surviving leaders had changed 
their minds. William Lovett, who has been justly 
called the ‘ hero ' of Cliartism, left a striking recant- 
ation of principle, in his autobiography. Writing 
of the theory of collective ownership and common 
use of modem powers of production, he says it 
was most attractive to ‘ the plodding, toiling, ill- 
remunerated sons and daughters of labour ' and 
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nost captivating to ' those who accept the idea 
vithout in vc^ 4 gat ion/ 

' I was one/ he continues, ' who accepted this 
gr^d idea of inachinery working for the benefit 
of all, without considering ti*at those powx-rs and 
inventions have been cliiefiy called forth and 
industriously and efficiently applied by the 
stimulus Giir industrial syston has afforded, and 
that the Benefits to the originators and successful 
workers of them — though large in some instances 
— ^have been few and trilling compared to the 
benefits ivhich millions ncxv enjoy from their 
genera; application. Those gi'cat results, too, 
have hitherto been realised by the hope of wealth, 
fame or station, keeping up nuvis energies to the 
iension pcinL But who can foresee what human 
beings may become when tlie iridividualisrn in 
their nature is checked by education and 
endeavoured to be crushed out of them by the 
mandate of a majorit}' — cuid it may l^e that 
niajorit}’ not alwa\’5 a reasonable and enlightened 
one ? -Of what c,dvantn.ge tlie splendour and enjo}"- 
ment of all art and nature if man has no choice of 
enjoyment ? And what to him would be spacious 
halls and luxurious apartments and aU the^ 
'promised blessings of a community, if he must’’ 
rise, work, dress, occupy and enjoy, not as he 
himself desires, but as fhe'ffac of the majority u'uls 
it? Surely the poorest labourer, bowed down 
with toil and poverty, v/ould have reason to 
bless the individuaSsm that gave him some 
freedom of choice and a chance of improving 
his lot, compared with a fellowship that so bound 
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him in bondage. But we shall told of the 
perfect and wise arrangements that are so to 
perfect human character that/tio man "'shall 
ever ::eed to be biamed ior liis conduct/' nor men 
ever have occasion to make their fellows 
“ responsible for ^heir actions." Unfortunately 
the great obstacle to the realisation of this ^perfect 
state of things is that the perfect and wise arrange- 
ments are to depend on hnperfect -men and women/' ^ 


Elsewhere he says : 

' When so much remains to be done for the 
upraising of our people, you should not waste 
your energies on vain theories, impractical 
measures, nor in empty threats or denunciations. 
AH such doings, therefore, and all talk about 
the condemnation of capital which is the heart's 
blood of an industrial nation — all denunciation 
of property, or foolish threats of confiscation, 
tend to social discord and alarm ; and to cause 
all v.’ho possess property to place it if possible 
beyond the reach of danger and to flee to despots 
for protection, as the ltc*,st of evils ; and it should 
also be remembered that, in all civil commotions, 
it is the poor and innocent that first suffer. 
Large accumulations of capital and a vast amomt 
of wealth, have doubtless, in many instances, 
been acquired by injustice ; but in seeking a 
remedy we should be wise as \vell as just, for 
the stability of our whole social fabric would be 
greatly endangered by any attempts to interfere 
with the just rights of property. The true remedy 

^ Liie and Struggles of Wiiliani Lov^ti, 1920, Vol. I, p. 45-6, 
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^vill lie in such peaceful and efficient reforms as 
shall preveJit such unjust accumulations in future, 
and to prevent such masses of wealth from being 
made instruments of oppression and injustice/* 

Th^se reflections b37 a workman, who not only 
witnessed but experienced the conditions that 
brought Socialism into being as an organised move- 
ment — he came to London in 1821 — and who 
played a prominent part in developing the move- 
ment, help to explain the long eclipse and slow 
revival of Socialism in this countr5^ An entirely 
new generation had arisen when the revival came, 
which was not until the decade 1S80-90. Even 
then the earliest organisation to be formed was not 
at first socialist but merely representative of 
advanced radicalism. 

This was the Social Democratic Federation, 
founded in 18S1 without the word Social, which 
was not introduced until 18S4, when a programme 
of political reforms was adopted, but containing 
also the nationalisation of land, == and when a weekty 
ne\v3pa,per was started, to propagate the policy. The 
paper was Justice, which has kept the flag flying 
through all vicissitiidt:s until now. The leaders 
were intellectuals, and the German inspiration was 
s^'vx-aled in the tiile, but their ideas were vague, 
dissensions arose, and* before three months had 
passed tlie ine\'ita.ble split occurred. William 
Morris, with other prominent members, seceded to 

form a more revolutionarj’ group called the Socialist 

• 

* TJ/i; a.ni Willium LovUt, 1020 , Vol. II, p. .1-34-5- 

' Tills is aocordinj? to J unties No. i ; the account given by Mr. 
Beer is somewhat ciiilerent. 
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League, lea\ung the late Henrj^ HjTtdman to lead 
the "parent organisation, which he h^d founded. 

It gradually became more definitely Marxian 
under his infmence, and adopted a programme 
which declared tlia.t labour is the source of all 
^yeaith, and therefore all wealth belongs to laLour, 
that the production of wealth should be regulated 
bv society in the common interest of all, and that 
the means of production should be collective 
property — all the old formulas. The clffss war was 
not at first mentioned, but it was implicit in the 
principles of the society, and later energetically 
preached. The S.D.F. furnished the first Socialist 
candidates for Parliament in 1885, when three of 
its members stood, but met with a chilly response. 
The most successful w^as John Bums, who polled 
59S votes ; the others failed to reach three figures. 
Nor did the society ever succeed in having one of 
its members elected as such until Mr. Dan Irving 
was returned for Burnley in 1918, after many 
pre\dous failures. On the other hand it had, 
before the war, about 150 representatives on local 
public bodies, including 40 town councillors. The 
total membership was then believed to be about 
10,000, The societ}^ has never exercised much 
direct influence, but as a school of Socialism it has 
•plaj’ed a considerable part in educating propaganlf^ 
ists. It lias had a chequered career, having under- 
gone various divisions and changes of name and 
programme, which need not be recorded, but it 
has alwiivs maintained a sturdy independence. 
In 1911 it became the British Socialist Party. 
The dissentient Socialist League became anarchist, 
and had a verj’ short career. 
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Next in chronological order is the Fabian Society, 
founded in 3(g84. Since the older society just 
described took a definitely socialistic form at the 
same time, that year may be regarded as dating 
the re-birth of Socialism, sixty j’ears after the 
first piiase and twenty years later than the beginning 
of the second phase in Germany. The influence 
of the Fabian Society during the forty years of its 
existence has been too subtle to be measured, but 
it has certainly been very great. It has been 
w^hoUy intellectual, and exercised through mam/ 
channels by a policy of permeation, though in- 
dividual members have also taken part in public 
life ; the most prominent instance is the \vork of 
Mr. Sidney Webb on the London County Council. 
He and Mr. Bernard Shaw are the best knowm 
Fabians, but the society has been a school for young 
intellectuals all along, and their multiplication in 
recent years, especially at the universities, is 
probably due to it more than to any other agency. 
Influence of this kind does not depend on numbers, 
w-hich appear never to have reached 3,000. 

The principles of the Society are essentially 
collectivist, it ' aims at the re-organisation of 
society by the emancipation of land and industrial 
capit^ from individual and class ownership and 
vesting of them in the community for the : 
general benefit,' but insists on constitutional means, 
and puts forward a moderat^e programme of reforms. 
It is the least Marxian and the least combative of 
the British organisations, and though devoid of 
original ideas is distinguished by the stress it lays 
on local government and municipal activity. It 
has worked in close connection with the next body 
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to be mentioned, the Independent Labour Party, 
which may be regarded as an agency/^or translating 
Fabian ideas into political action. 

The Independent Labour Party, not to be con- 
founded with the Labour Party, is a Socialist society, 
like the preceding. It was founded at Bradford 
in 1S93, at a conference of delegates from pre- 
existing Socialist bodies under the chairrhanship 
of Keir Hardie, a Scottish miner, who had been 
elected to Parliament with John Busms in 1892. 
Different accounts of its origin are given in Socialist 
publications. Keir Hardie’s own account is that 
about 1S90, when there was much ferment in the 
trade union world, Socialist organisations began to 
spring up spontaneously in different places, and 
that these came together at Bradford. The earliest 
v;as the Scottish Labour Party formed in 1889. 
Another account is that in 1892 some members of 
the Social Democratic Federation, feeling that 
their society was too academic and uncompromising 
to make much progress towards the goal, resolved 
to form another organisation better calculated to 
secure the sympathies and co-operation of organised 
labour, and the conference was the result. 

The two accounts are quite compatible. The 
I.L.P. was, in fact, formed in order to bring to- 
; gether the streams of Socialism and organised 
labour like the movement of 1S31. At the in- 
augural meeting its object was stated to be ' to 
secure the collective and communal ownership of 
all the means of production, distribution and 
exchange.* Later, verbal dianges were introduced 
wii'hout altering the sense. At one time the object 
was to establish * an industrial commonwedth 
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founded upon the socialisation of land and capital.' 
In 1906, the R^iv order was to be 

' the Socialist State, when land and capital will 
be held by the community and used for the 
wellbeing of the community, and when the 
^exchange of commodities will be organised, 
also iDy the community, so as to secure the 
highest possible standard of life for the 
individuaW 

The latest formula declares for the ' Socialist 
Commonwealth/ which is 

* that State of Society in which land and Capital 
are communally owned and the processes of 
production, distribution and exchange are social 
functions.' 

As with the other organisations, the statement of 
its object was followed by a programme of social 
and political reforms, ’iviiich has also undergone 
various modifications. 

From the first the LL.P. grew quickly and made 
some progress in the task of enlisting organised 
labour under tiie ba.nner of Socialism, though the 
l^ders still siirank from adopting the term officially 
in the title of the society. Their aim was to detach 
the trade unions from t^e Liberal Party, and 
*' Independent Labour Party ' — a title first used 
by the Scottisli Labour Party just mentioned — 
was thought more attractive. But they over- 
rated their electoral influence, and at the general 
election of 1895 put up twenty-eight candidates 
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without am^ success ; Keir Hardie himself lost his 
seat. Ten j^ears w-ere to elapse <ibefore success 
came. The record before the war was as follows : 


Year 

Candidates 

Votes received 

Elected 

1895 


zS 

44.594 

0 

1900 


10 

37,207 

I. 

1905 


10 

76,494 

' 8 

1910 

(Jan-) 

15 

92,081 

6 

1910 

(Dec.) 

12 

69,884 »> 

8 


The table refers only to candidates standing as 
direct representatives of the I.L.P., and does not 
include members of the society standing under 
other auspices. In 1910 there were 15 such members 
elected as representing trade unions, in addition 
to the eight official I.L.P. representatives. The 
society had then, a membership of approximately 
30,000, and over 1,000 representatives on local public 
bodies. It ^vas by far the largest of the Socialist 
organisations in the countr}', and verj- active in 
propaganda of every kind by the written and spoken 
word. A weekly paper, the Labour Leader, evolved 
in 1S93 by Keir Hardie out of a small sheet for 
Scottish miners, was gradually supplemented by 
some dozen local weeklies. The Society also pp^s- 
duced a montlii}’, the Socialist Review, many book- 
lets and innumerable painplilets and leaflets. 

The three societies described were the chief 
organisations concerned in the revival of Socialism 
in Great Britain ; but there^were some others which 
must be briefly mentioned to make the story com- 
plete. In 1891 2 \lr, Robert Blatchford, who was 
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not an intellectual, but an ex-soldier, started a 
weekly Sociaiant paper called the Clarion, The 
master of an admirably simple but vigorous and 
expressive st^de, through which shone an engaging 
personality, he made a far more popular appeal 
than ^ny other Socialist writer, and gradually 
gathered about the paper a loose but extensive 
organisation of Cla.rion clubs and Clarion scouts. 
His books, Merrie England and Britain for the 
British, had great vogue, and it is doubtful if any 
individual anywhere has ever done so much to 
popularise Socialism ; but he was no Marxian. On 
the contrary, he breathed the spirit of the earlier 
phase of Socialism — the spirit of good-will and 
sympathj' with the ' bottom dog.’ 

No country has been so resistent to Marxism as 
Great Britain, though ilarx and Engels lived here, 
and the International was bom in London. Even 
the Social Democratic Federation were not thorough- 
going disciples, but assumed an independent attitude 
and advocated rcfonnism. This eventualh- led to 
a repetition of the split of 1S84 mentioned above. 
The more revolutionarj- elements once more seceded 
and formed two ne\v bodies, tlie Socialist Labour 
Party in Scotland {1903) and the Socialist 
Party of Great Britain in ]-ondon (1905). 
Tfese extreme exponents of revolutionary I\Iarxism 
supplied the nucleus of* the post-war Communist 
Party. In 1911 the Clarion organisations w’ere 
absorbed, with some other elements, by the 
Social Democratic Party (formerly Federation), 
which again changed it* name to British Socialist 
Party. 

It will be seen from this account that the Socialist 
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organisations which arose in the second phase in 
this country were as numerous asi^iin France and 
equally divided, from the Fabians on the extreme 
right to the Socialist Labour Party on the extreme 
left, witli the rest in bebveen and leaning towards 
one side or the ot'^er ; but the balance of s’ferength 
lay decisi\xdy with the right wing, which combined 
intellectual superiority (the Fabian) vnth xfumerical 
superiority (the I.L.P.), and through the latter 
influenced the trade unions. This distribution of 
strength is a fact of the greatest importance, because 
it determined the character and policy of the Labour 
Party, to which we now come. 

The Labour Part}" was originally formed in 1900, 
and it may be regarded in one sense as an expression 
of the failure of the Independent Labour Party to 
capture the working class electorate. The Trades 
Union Congress had set up a Parliamentary Com- 
mittee in 1S69, and there had for many t'ears been 
direct representatives of trade unions in Parlia- 
ment. The iirst to be elected were Alexander 
illacDonald for Stafford and Thomas Burt for Nor- 
folk in 1S74, both representing miners ; in 1S80 
they were joined by Henry Broadhurst, representing 
the building trades, and in 1SS5 by several more. 
But tiiis Labour representation was quite different 
from the later movement. The early Laheiir 
members were politically Liberals ; they were 
returned to Parliament, not to form a separate 
party, but merely to represent special interests 
and contribute special knowledge within the standing 
party arrangement. A mcs^’ement in that direction 
had been in progress for some years before 1874, 
and the two Labour members then elected were 
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merely the suixessM candidates out of a total of 
thirteen. ^ 

There was nothing of Socialism about them ; its 
appearance on the scene came later, as related 
above^ and its Parliamentarj" ventures were at 
first unsuccessful, though the* number of trade 
union M.P's. continued to increase. Nor did the 
Labour Party itself assume a Socialist complexion 
at first. It began as the Labour Representation 
Committee, %t’'hich was fonned early in 1900 at a 
joint meeting of delegates from trade unions and 
socialist societies, in accordance with a resolution 
passed at the Trades Union Congress of 1899, but 
drafted by the I.L.P. Mr. Ramsay MacDonald 
was made secretary of the new body, which con- 
sisted of representatives of trade unions, the I.L.P., 
the Fabian Society, and Social Democratic Party, 
but the last nam^ed withdrew in the following year. 
The co-operative societies refused the invitation 
to join. The total membership of the bodies repre- 
sented by the L.R.C. on its formation was 375,931, 
of whom 22,S6i were Socialists and the rest trade 
unionists. They put up 15 candidates at the general 
election in 1900 and had two elected, nameh?’ Keir 
Hardie and Richard Bell, then secretary of the 
railwaj' men’s union and not a Socialist. Two or 
tifree more were added at subsequent bye-elections, 
but it was in 1906 that*the L.R.C. made its great 
advance^ and took the naipe, Labour Party. At 
the general election that year it put up 50 
candidates, ol whom 29 were returned. At the 
same election the miner's’ unions, w-hich were not 
affiliated, returned 16 members of their own, and 
other trade unions also sent representatives to 
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Parliament, bringing the total nunAer of members 
who claimed or w^ere popularly "^ven the title 
‘ Labour Members ’ up to 54. 

The main reason for this remarkable change in 
the Parliamentary situation was the Tafi Vale 
judgment, a legal /lecision obtained in 1901 by the 
Taft Vale Railway Company against tl^e Amal- 
gamated Society of Railway Servants (now the 
National Union of Railwaymen). The final ruling 
of the law courts v/as that under th& existing law 
a registered trade union could be sued and held 
responsible for any damage inflicted by illegal 
acts on the part of its ser\^ants, agents, or 
members acting on its authority. The Taf£ 
Vale Railway Company took advantage of this 
decision to extract a large sum from the union 
for damages caused by a strike, and the South 
Wales coal-owners took similar action against the 
miners' union. 

The judgment was hailed by short-sighted persons 
as a great triumph for empIo5’ers as against trade 
uni'-ms ; thi^y forgot that the la\Y could be altered, 
and ilie u'hole trade union Vvorld was resolved to 
alter it. There never was a more disastrous triumph 
for the wlctors- The result was the election of 
1906 and the passing of the Trade Disputes Act, 
which eiiiployers and others have never ceased^^o 
bewail ; they owe it to their South Wales colleagues. 
No other employers made use of the judgment ; 
and it is no mere coincidence that since that date 
South Wales, vrhich was once the most peaceful 
area in tl:e country, has become the most disturbed, 
and a great centre of revolutionary agitation. 
Thus do certain employers provide their enemiei^ 
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mth ammunii^n and lay up trouble for everj^'body, 
but particula^ for themselves. 

The progress of the Labour Party before the war 
is shown in the following table : 


Year ^ Membership of Candidates Votes Elected 



affiliated 

bodies 


received 


1900 

375.931 

15 

62,698 

2 

1906 

921,280 

50 

323.196 

29 

1910 (Jan.) 

1.430.539 

78 

505.690 

40 

1910 (Dec.) 

1.430.539 

56 

370,802 

42 


With regard to the second column, the great 
increase in numbers is due entirely to the trade 
unions affiliating to the party. In the ten years, 
igoo-iQio, the membership of the Socialist societies 
adhering increased only from 22,861 to 31,377, 
while the number of unions rose from 41 to 15 1 and 
their membership from 353,070 to 1,394,402, 
chiefly through the adhesion of .the miners in 1908. 
In this connection, it should be remembered that 
the total strength of an affiliated union is given as 
*pporting the Party, though affiiiation is decided 
b}’' a bare majority, s?;* that dissentients and in- 
differents, who may togeth^ outnumber the others, 
are all reckoned in as supporters of the party. And 
not only that, they also had to contribute through 
the union to the fina^icial support of the party. 
That is to say^ the principle of majority rule, which 
was accepted for the ordinarj' purposes of trade 
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unions, was extended to political purposes, and 
union money equally contributed all members 
was used to promote a policy of which some, and 
in many cases a large number, strongly disapproved ; 
Liberal and Conservative trade unionists were pay- 
ing against their jvill for anti-Liberal and*' anti- 
Conservative candidates. 

At first this new development did not give rise 
to trouble, because the declared object, formally 
adopted in 1901, was merely to form a ' distinct 
labour group in Parliament,' ready to ' co-operate 
with any party engaged in promoting legislation 
in the direct interest of labour,' or in ' opposing 
measures having an opposite tendency.' The 
Socialist element \vas kept in the background until 
the time was more ripe for it. The question was, 
how-ever, brought to an issue in 1908 by the Osborne 
case. 

Osborne was a railw^ajunan who brought an action 
against the Railvvaymen's Union, of which he was 
a member, asking for a declaration of the Court of 
Chancer}' that a compulsory lev}- for political 
purposes was ultra vires and iliegaJ. Part of his 
case was the ' pledge,' exacted from il.P.'s elected 
through the agency of the Party, that they must 
abide by its decisions and dissociate themselves 
entirely from the other parties. This pledge 
which completely reversed the attitude of 1901, 
was adopted in 1903 on the initiative of the I.L.P, 
It was called a ‘ declaration of independence,' but 
since the part}’ was already perfectly free to do as 
it pleased, the effect, if not: the object, was rather 
to deprive the member of liberty than to give 
independence to the partVe No other party had 
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ever laid dovm such a condition, the effect of which 
is to make member neither the representative 
of his constituency as a whole nor even of those 
only who voted for him, nor the exponent of his 
own opinions, but the paid servant of a caucus. 

Th? law courts decided that^ a coinpu-sory le\y 
foj Parliamentary representation v.ais illeo'ai and 
that '-an agreement by which a member of Parlia- 
ment agrees always to vote in a prescribed inanin:! 
in consideration of certain payments towards Ins 
election expenses and support is void as being 
against public policy.' In pursuance of this deci- 
sion, finally pronounced in 1909, actions were 
brought against numerous trade unions and in- 
junctions obtained restraining them from using 
compulsorj’ levies for political purposes, showing 
that Osborne represented a large class of aggrieved 
trade unionists. The Socialists had, in fact, over- 
shot the mark, as the South Wales employers had 
done before them, and the result was a set-back ; 
membership dropped off, but losses were made good 
by the accession of the -Miners' Federation, which 
accounted for the seventy-eight candidates and 
forty members returned in 1910. This, however, 
meant a relative weakening of the Socialist element, 
since most of the miners' members were still Liberals. 
<rThe Labour Party proceeded to legalise their 
position by dropping tbs ' jdedge ' in 1911, and at 
the same time the Liberal Government helped 
them by introducing payment of members. But 
this was thought insufficient to restore the position 
they had enjoyed before the Osborne judgment. 
The unions were perfectly free to have a voluntary 
political levy, but it was a failure — ^in itself evidence 
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of the constraint previously exercisedf-; and in 1913 
the Trade Union Act was passed Jegaiising a com- 
puisor}’ levy under certain conditions. There must 
be a resolution of the members by ballot in favour 
of the levy ; the political fund was to be kept^separ- 
ate from others ; members unwilling to contribute 
were to have the right of exemption without for- 
feiting any other rights. Ballots were taken, but 
the only details made known are those given by 
lh\ Beer in Iiis llhiGry of British Socidism. Down 
to the end of May 1914, ballots had been taken 
by sixty “three unions, and the voting figures were 
678,063 for, and 407,356 against, the political 
levy. The noticeable features of this result are 
the smallness of the aggregate vote, showing a vast 
number of abstentions, and the comparative size 
of the dissentient minority. There was evidently 
no general eagerness for the le\*y and a strong 
opposition to it, which has since developed into acute 
resentment on account of breach of the legal condi- 
tions, particularly in regard to exemption. 

During the years 1909-1913, when the Labour 
Party was passing through these trials, the trade 
unions had turned again to industrirJ action. Trade 
was reviving after a depression and the wage- 
earners, who had suffered a reduction in real wages, 
naturally and rightly demanded a share in 
returning prosperity. At first employers adopted 
the foolish policy of resisting demands the}" could 
afford to concede imtil a strike took place, when 
they immediately gave way. The result was an 
unprecedented outbreak of strikes, culminating 
in "the general coal strike of 191a. 
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These Stirling events took attention away from 
the political rncvenient, a.nd they were accompanied 
by the importation of . Stmdicalism, mainl}- from 
France, but with a certain American element. 
A new cr\' arose, opposed to the Collectivist Socialism 
of the Fabians and the I.L.Ii. who were genth" 
steering^ the Labour Party in their own direction ; 
it is expressed in the phrase : ' the mines for tlie 
miners/ The movement was never established 
on an orgaiTised basis, as in France, and made 
little visible show, but the idea penetrated and 
exercised far more influence than Socialists were 
willing to admit. It has indeed permanently 
modified the whole outlook and is one of tlie most 
distinctive features of the third or post-war phase 
of Socialism. In the period with w'hich we are 
dealing, it reinforced the effect of the strikes in 
diverting attention from the political to the 
industrial field and throw’ing the Labour Party 
into the background. 

This is in keeping with general experience. In 
times of rising trade, industrial action comes to the 
front, in times of depression, recourse is had to the 
political field. The revival of Socialism in iSSo-go 
coincided with a period of acute depression, its 
marked advance in 1900-1905 with another ; trade 
disputes, on the contrary, declined in those periods 
and rose in the alternate ones, w'hen Socialism was 
quiescent. By 1913, how’^^ver, the industrial fer- 
ment w'as becom^ing exlaausted, and its subsidence 
cleared the way for a revival of political activity. 

In 1914, the Labou? Party, rehabilitated by the 
Act of 1913 and the other changes described, passed 
a resolution on the initiative of the I.L.P., declarmg 
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that the aim of the labour movement/.v^as to abolish 
poverty and class oppression by bringing land and 
industrial capital under the o^mership and control 
of the community for the collective good of all — 
the old formula of collective Socialism. . Thi^ may 
have been intended ^is a counter-blast to Syndicalism, 
but at an}^ rate the Socialists in the party must 
have felt pretty sure of their ground. Similar 
resolutions had been turned down in 1901 and 1908, 
though in the latter year a tentativ’e declaration 
of opinion in favour of socialisation had been 
adopted by a rather small majority. In general, 
the astute leaders of the part}’ kept the question 
in the background, for fear of offending the right 
wing in the delicately balanced state of opinion ; 
and even in 1914 the mover of the resolution thought 
it advisable to hedge by declaring that it was not 
intended to advocate Socialism. 

Nevertheless, the resolution did definitely commit 
the party to Socialism and marked a distinct 
advance in that direction. Such a declaration by 
an actual political party vith over forty members 
in Parliament was quite a different thing from the 
pious expressions of opinion that had for years 
been passed at the Trades Union Congress, largely 
because nobody supposed anything would come of 
them. It had taken thirty years of ceaseleSS 
agitation to get so far, su"ch is the massive Con- 
ser\^atism of British workmen. The Co-operative 
movement, which is sometimes regarded as a branch 
of Socialism and had a standing invitation to join, 
remained steadily aloof except for one local society. 
On the other hand, the socialist and trade union 
organisations, though remaining independent, had 
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gradually dtawn closer together. In 1905, before 
the momeRtoi:?3^election of 190&, a joint board vras 
formed, representing the Trades Ihnion Congress, 
the General Federation of Trade Unions (a purely 
industrial bodv founded in iSao) and the Labour 
Partj^ 

A distinguishing feature of* the campaign for 
Socialism in this country as compared v.ith the 
Continent is the use made of meetings and open- 
air speaking-^ ileetings are so peculiarh- English 
that the word has been transplanted into other 
languages, and the ' street-corner ' or ' soap-box 
orator' is a national figure. Elsewhere he is not 
tolerated by the police. This is counter-balanced 
by a comparative lack of newspapers. There 
were weekly papers from 18S4 onwards and they 
gradually increased in number, but it was not 
until 1912 that a daily paper made its appearance 
in the Daily Herald, followed by the Daily Citizen. 
The latter was the official organ of the Labour 
Party, the former a private venture. Both led a 
struggling existence, the one cautious and trade 
unionist, the other independent and wild. The war 
increased their difficulties and put an end to the 
Daily Citizen, while the Daily Herald became a 
weeldy, returning to the daily issue after the war. 

^ It is a feeble effort compared not only with 
Germany, but with marU' little continentid countries. 
Indifference or resistance to Socialism is not the 
only cause. The mass 6f the British working 
classes buy only eveiv-hg papers containing the 
latest sport news — racing and football — and Sunday 
papers devoted to gossip, scandal and crime. There 
is a certain demand for more informative matter, 
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but the modem tendency is to sen^’e^r up that too 
in snippets, whether in newspap^^rs or books. 
The -words ' tit-bits ' and ' outlines ' characterise 
the intellectual appetite of this century. 

The spread of Socialism has, however, been 
promoted in recent years by more systematic 
education in schools for children and colleges for 
adults. The former are common to many countries, 
the latter, I believe, peculiar to Great Britain. 
Sunday schools for teaching Socialism to children 
were started in 1892, but had not attained large 
proportions or exercised much influence before the 
war, though they were then extending rapidly. 
Socialist colleges came much later. In 1909 a 
number of students seceded from Ruskin College, 
Oxford, because the teaching was not revolutionary 
enough, and founded the first labour college, for 
the teaching of Marxian economics and history 
from the same point of view. It moved to London 
in 1911. Students from this institution, which is 
supported by the miners and railwajmen's unions 
in South Wales, exercised considerable influence 
in the stormy industrial period before the war, 
always in the direction of promoting strife for 
revolutionary aims. The celebrated S3’ndicalist 
pamphlet, The Miners' Next Step, emanated from 
them. But the full sigiiificance of the college an^ 
its junior counterpart in Glasgow, as important 
factors in the situation, belongs to a later period. 
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THE SECOND PHASE {Confinued) 
Other Countries 

The most remarkable fact about the second phase 
of Socialism was the world-wide distribution of the 
cult. Gradually in one countr}’ after anotlier an 
organised mot'ement was developed on the same 
general lines,, though with local features, and by 
1913 there were some thirty-five on the list, extending 
from Japan to Chili and from Vancouver to New 
Zealand. This spread was due in part to the 
international organisation described in the next 
chapter, but that would have achieved little without 
indigenous elements. We have dealt with Germany, 
France and England, and showm how the revival 
came about, the forms it took and the progress 
made. It is neither necessarj’ nor possible to treat 
the other countries in equal detail ; but some account 
,^ust be given of the more important, if only as an 
introduction to post-war developments. 

Until Bolshevism, wTiich belongs to the third 
phase, arose, public attention w’as directed in most 
countries almost exclusively to their home move- 
ment. It certainly vms here. In 1909 I wTote a 
full and detailed account of French Syndicalism, 
which I had thoroughly studied, not only in Paris, 
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but in most of the large industrial to\^is of France. 
That account, which is perfectl}^ "^valid to-day, 
was published in The Times: but no one took any 
notice of it, and when Syndicalism made its appear- 
ance here t\vo years later, entire ignorance of the 
subject was revealed by many writers, and' par- 
ticularly by Socialists, who rushed into print with 
a scanty equipment of second-hand and erroneous 
information hastily gathered from a book whose 
author had been misled about the: origin and 
character of the movement. They learnt better 
in time, but the incident impressed on me the lack 
of interest in other countries and of desire for 
knowledge about them. It is indispensable for 
the student who wishes to understand what is going 
on now, to take a broad survey, and regard Socialism 
as a world-wide movement. I will, therefore, give 
a brief account of these countries which have most 
claim to notice on various grounds, taking them 
in chronological order. 


Switzerland 

The beginning of an organised movement in 
Switzerland dates from the same period as in 
Germany ; it was, in fact, an off-shoot from German}^ 
started in a small wat’ in 1S67. Then the foundings 
oi the Marxian party at Eisenach in 1869, described 
in Chapter III, was followed by the formation of a 
Social Democratic party in Switzerland in 1870. 
In 1873 a Labour Association was founded, and in 
1S7S it adopted principles derived from the German 
Gotha programme." In iSSo the usual split 

" Page 57. 
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occurred, aiid^it was not until iSSS that a united 
Socialist party ^was got together, after manj^ un- 
successful attempts at union. Socialism as an 
effective movement is generally held to date from 
this step, that is to say from about the same time 
as in*’ England. But internal dissensions kept it 
weak, and it made very little progress for many 
years. *In 1904 it adopted a new programme, and 
in 1905 secured two seats out of 167 in the Swiss 
Federal Charaber. Those were gradually increased, 
and became fifteen out of 150 in 1910. Socialism 
was stronger in the cantonal chambers and municipal 
councils, particularly in Gennan Switzerland, where 
its strength always lay. The n'pe is Marxian, of a 
moderate character. In 1910 the membership of 
the party was only 21,132 ; trade unionists numbered 
131,380 in 1912. 


Denmark 

This country was first in the field in Scandinavia, 
and her connection with German}’ was the reason. 
An active campaign, \yith a newspaper of its own, 
was started in 1871 by Louis Pio as a branch 
of the International, and at the same time trade 
unions were founded under Socialist auspices. 
JPio's organisation was suppressed in 1873, but in 
1878 a Social Democratic party was formed, after a 
congress held tv;o years before. It revived the 
former policy of ciiitivatpig trade unions, and the 
two have always been ijfuted, forming two wings — 
political and industrial— of one organisation. This 
exceptionally intimate connection, together with 
the development of co-operative societies, gave 
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the movement great strength. In 1P04 the party 
secured two seats in the Lower Honed of Parliament 
(Foiketing); in 1900 it had twelve, and two seats 
in the Upper House (Landsting) ; in 1906 the Socialist 
members increased to twenty-four in the Lower 
House and four inlhe Upper House ; in 1913 they 
secured thirty-two seats in the Lower House. The 
programme of the party was based on the Erfurt 
model, but its policy w^as wholly Reformist. 

The peculiarity of Denmark is the great pre- 
ponderance of the agricultural interest and the 
large number of small owners and occupiers — two 
conditions that make for Conserv^atism in spite of 
the programmes. The Socialist Press has always 
been highly developed in Denmark. In 1906 there 
were twenty-five daily papers, with a circulation 
of 97,000. The trade unions had a membership 
of 139,012 in 1912, mostly affiliated to the Socialist 
Party. 

Sweden 

Trade unionism preceded Socialism in Sw’eden, 
and it assumed a militant type in 1880, after the 
suppression of a strike in 1879. In 1882 the unions 
formed a Central Committee with a political as 
weU as an industrial side, and a programme of socid 
and electoral reforms, bifc in 1885 two Socialist 
newpapers were started under the influence of Dr. 
Branting, who has long been one of the most res- 
pected and distinguished ^leaders in Europe, and 
in 1887 a Social Democratic Labour Party was 
formed at a Congress, to which aU organisations 
that accepted the principle of the class war were 
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invited. TK.,*^. party was political, but it also took 
charge of the ^rade unions, which then had no 
central organisation of their own ; it gave them 
a head and they gave it a body. In 1S97, however, 
the party authorised the formation of a National 
Confecleration of Trade Unions, a^d this was effected 
in^ 1S9S. The object was to facilitate the Inter- 
Scandinavian Labour Movement, which had origi- 
nated in 1SS6 and aimed at the co-operation of the 
three countries in the industrial held. The step 
involved a certain degree of separation between 
the political and industrial organisations in Sweden. 
They were less united than in Denmark, but still 
worked in close co-operation, as the National Con- 
federation was from the first a Socialist body. The 
trade unions had, however, no compulsory levy. 

The policy of this Social Democratic Party, 
adopted in 1S97, was based on the Erfurt pro- 
gramme, and among other things declared for the 
abolition of private ownership in land. The party 
was placed in the dilemma of losing the support of 
the small land-owners or exempting them from 
nationalisation, winch would in effect involve the 
abandonment of the Socialist principle. The knot 
was cut by a revision of tlie programme in 1911 
and the replacement of nationalisation by a pious 
4i3claration that the land, like other means of pro- 
duction, ought to be the property of all the workers. 
The actual polict- of the party, however, was 
Reformist, and particularly directed to franchise 
reforms ; but a revolutionary ving calling them- 
selves Young Socialists was formed from 1906 
onwards. The Parliamentary {Second Chamber) 
progress of the party was — 1896, one member (Dr, 
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Branting) ; 1903, four members ; iqeo, thirteen ; 
1909, thirty-three; 1911, sixty-fovir out of 230. 
The rapid advance after 1906 was due in part to 
fi'anchise reforms passed in 1907 and 1909 and 
partly to the great general strike of 1909, in which 
the strikers were beaten. An offer by the Radical 
Prime Minister to take three Socialists into his 
Cabinet was declined. The total trade union mem- 
bership in 1912 was 121,866, of whom 85,000 were 
in the National Federation. After^ the general 
strike of 1909, a syndicalist movement for trade 
union independence of the Socialist Party set in, 
but it was localised and not important. 


Norway 

Up till 1905 Norway was constitutionally united 
\rlth Sweden, though it had a single chamber Parlia- 
ment of its own, and the history of the Norwegian 
movement w'as very’ similar to the Swedish. It 
began with the formation of trade unions, which 
held a Congress in iSSo and appointed a central 
committee for political purposes in 1S84. In 1885 
a Social Democratic Federation was founded, and 
in 18S7 a Labour Party% which in 1891 adopted a 
Socialist programme borrowed from Germany, but 
for a long time had no electoral success. In igog 
the Socialists secured five" seats in the Storthing; 
in 1906, after separation from Sweden, they rose 
to ton ; in 1909 to eleven ; and in 1912 to twenty- 
three out of one hundred and twenty-three. The 
relations of the Sod'll Democratic Federation to 
the trade unions were much the same as in Sweden, 
but the political levy- was compulsory in affiliated 
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unions. Tht^v policy of the partj' was ■.iCininaHy 
Marxian, but ritually Reformist. 

Both Sweden and Norway: are m-re industrial and 
commercial than Denmark, where agricultural 
popuDtion is 60 per cent, of the whole, and Norway 
in particular has undergone #a ra-dd i-idustri-d 
development in recent years through tho utilisa- 
tion of water power. In cdl th-j Scainiinavi:::;- 
countries the rise of Socialism was accontyumi-d 
by the appe^ance of daily newspay:ers supyuning 
the cause, and the number — 54 in — is :\:.ta:*k- 

able for so small a population, which only r.;acLec 
an aggregate of ten and a half mililons i:i 1010. 

Belgium 

The organised movement dates from 1SS5, vriten 
a Labour Party was formed, mainly diiough the 
efforts of Cesar de Paepe. The inspiration and the 
policy were German, but the prograirnne was some- 
what modified in 1894. It still retained ihc class 
war principle and the aim of converting a capitalist 
into a collectivist order by nationalising imnks. 
mines, means of production, forests and land ; 
but the administration of public scrvict;s was to 
be carried out by autonomous CGrp:.;nu:.;c-s under 
4 the control of the State, not by the Sraie Liself, 
and conditions of workVere to be set tied by co7i- 
ferences between the workmen ana uie adminis- 
trative body. The detajied progrumme of actual 
reforms was very com;^lete and generally regcirded 
as the best of all the programmes. In 1S94 the 
party gained its first marked electoral success a.nd 
secured twenty-eight seats in the Ciiambcr of 



:io SOCIALIST MOVEMENT 

Deputies, but its subsequent career ^ chequered 
’ud in iQii it had only advanced to tnirty-five 
Members out of i66 in the Chamber arid seven out 
Df one hundred in the Senate. It nad then eight 
^ailv paners and a number of others. The^most 
notable feature of the movement in Bel^um is the 
threat development of co-operative societies as part 
of it, particularly in Flanders. The Socia^lists have 
paid inore attention to this practical field and to 
building up trade unions than to ^pohtics^ ^The 
trade union membership in 1912 was 231,535, ot 
whom about half were Socialist. The leader of 
the partv after the death of de Paepe in 1890 was 
IL Vanden^elde, a barrister, who shared vath 
Branting and Jaures the palm of intellectual dis- 
tinction among Socialist leaders before the war. 
Brussels was the. seat of the permanent office of the 
Second International, with ^'andervelde for Chair- 
man and. Hui'smans for Secrctarj^. 


Austria 

A movement for forming v;orkmen’s_ institutes 
started in Austria soon after the founding of the 
Lassallean partv in Germany, and in 1869 Liebknecht 
weiit to Vienna'to preach Marxism ; but the Govern- 
ment supnressed the movement, and it was net 
until iSSS" that the scattered and dmded elements 
representing Socialism came together at a Con- 
mess. Dr.' Victor Adlerj.,the leader, had started a 
Socialist paper in 1SS6. The great demand then 
was for franchise reform, and years were occupied 
bv agitation on the question. In Austria ^ every- 
thing was complicated by the national divisions 
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in that ' rarQb'-’ackle Empire/ and 
tion among them. But in iSt-j 
organised on a basis rocognisii:;^ 


Socialist organ 
the party was 
i nationality. ; 


asa- 


seventeen Sociidists were returned to the Reici.s- 
rath after a political crisis and a general eieciion 


under a reformed franchise. 


After this they fell 


back, and in 1901 secured only ten seats. But 
the introduction of adult suiirage in 1906 was 


followed by a great triumph in locj, when the 
Social Demodrats polled over a million votes and 
won eighty-seven seats out of live hundred and 
sixteen. But once more a set-bock follcwed, and 


in 1911 they lost five seats. 3Icrv'0\’er the party 
became di\'idcd into three groups on a nationality 
basis — German, Czech and Polisii — which did not 
tend to increase its influence, though they worked 
together on social quesrions. Socialism in Austria 
was successful chiciiy in forcing on the franchise 
reforms and in municipal life, in wliich it became 
very strong. The trade union mc'cement was 
somewhat divided, as Christian unions were formed 


there, as in Germany, in oppositi-.:sn to the Social 
Democratic type. Tiie latter hiul a membersliip 
of 428,363 in 1912, out of a total ox ncarA* 700,000. 


^ALY 

The temperament of tVie Italian people has alwa3’s 
incihied them to more vi«>]:-::r agitaiiu-n and more 
acute dissension ilian more Xortliem peoples 
previously dealt with, and the history of Socialism 
in Italv' illustrates this tendenc\v It did not make 
its appearance there as a defined and organised 
movement until 1S92, when a Congress was held 
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at Genoa, and a Social Democraticdparty formed 
on a Marxian basis; but there had been a great 
deal of confused agitation carried on previously 
for man}' years ever since the Russian anarchist, 
Michael ^Bakunin, visited the country in 1865 in 
connection %vith the First International to preach 
Anarchism. The conflict between Marx and Baku- 
nin, which tore that organisation to pieces/ was 
carried on with pec'uliar vehemence in Italy by 
their respective followers, but the camitry was too 
much occupied by war and revolution to pay much 
attention to such matters until the political situa- 
tion became more settled after 1871. In 1874 the 
Government broke up the International section 
in Italy, where it was thought to be growing 
dangerous to the new-found national tranquillity, 
but agitation went on, and the industrial develop- 
ment of Lombardy led to the formation of a work- 
men’s organisation in Milan in 18S0. The widening 
of the franchise in iSSi, which brought in the more 
educated urban workmen, enabled them to return 
a Socialist member, Andrea Costa, to the Chamber 
of Deputies in 1S82. Ten years later, at the Con- 
gress already mentioned, the various groups were 
brought together mto a single party, called the 
Italian Socialist Party, with the regular Marxian 
policy of class v>'ar and Collectivism. Lenity w"^s 
secured, as in other cases, by ruling out the 
Anarchists. 

The leaders were Ant-onio Labriola, professor of 
philosoph5% and Filippo Turati, a lawyer and editor 
of the first Italian Socialist paper, La Critica Soziale 
(weekly), started in 1S91. Intellectuals have always 

^ See Chapter VI. 
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held sway in Iv.ily, and not even in France are move- 
ments more ciose^A’ associated with the personaiities 
of leaders. The united party made rapid progress 
for some years as the following table shows : 


Year 

Votes received * 

Members elected 

i8q2 * 

26,000 

6 

1S97 

135,000 

16 

1900 

164,946 

33 

1904 

301,525 

23 

1910 

33 ^>S 65 

40 


The Chamber of Deputies consists of 50S members. 
The population in 1911 was 36 millions and the 
total number of electors about three millions. 

Success in the earlier part of the period brought 
dissension. The regular division into reformist 
and revolutionarj" sections took place in the Marxian 
ranks, and the anarchists, who had come in again 
by the back door, raised their heads against both. 
Turati was the Reformist leader. Fend, the well- 
knowm criminologist, led the dissentient revolu- 
tionar}-^ section, and Arturo Labrioia (not to be 
confused with Antonio), who had taken up Syndi- 
cftlism jmd become one of its mosi prominent intel- 
lectual advocates, guided* the anarchists into that 
congenial camp. In 1904 the growing antagonism 
between Fend and Turati>came to an issue at the 
Congress of Bologna, the latter was defeated. 
But it made little real difference. As in Germany, 
the more orthcsdox [Marxians relieved their minds 
by a victorious declaration of faith, but continued 
Ixv 
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to act as though they did not belk-ve it. Owing 
to the disposition of political parti.es, the Socialists 
were able to exercise considerable influence on 
reform legislation but in no other way, and what- 
ever their convictions they w'ere in fact Reformists, 
as ever5Avhere else^ In 1910 the fact w-as recognised 
and Turati's Reformism approved by a large 
majority. A much more serious crisis occurred 
in 1906, when all the Socialist deputies resigned on 
account of internal dissensions. The sequel was 
the condemnation of the S^mdicalists, who there- 
upon left the Party and formed a separate or- 
ganisation. 

It has been shown, above that the organisation 
of workmen preceded the formation of the Italian 
Socialist Part}" by several years, and trade unionism 
became strongly developed considering the distri- 
bution of the population. The official statistics 
for 1914 gave the total membership as 971,667 ; 
but they w^ere no more united than the Socialists, 
being organised in several groups, of wffiich one 
w’as Catholic and anti-Socialist, as in Germany, 
Austria and Belgium. A notable fact is the large 
number of agricultural unions in Italy ; they account 
for nearly half the total membership. It w^as in 
the tovTiS, however, and in municipal administration 
tha.t Socialism was most successful : that form ^f 
activity was probably more liigWy developed in 
Italy than in any other country. In 1912 the 
Socialists had a majority in 127 municipalities, 
and over 3,000 representatives on public bodies. 
There vrere four Socialist daily papers, of which 
the official organ, Avanti, w^as the most important, 
and no weeidj^ journals. 
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Holland 

Organised Socialism appeared late in Holland 
and made less way there than in any North Euro- 
pean (;ountr}^ A Social Democratic Labour Paiiy 
of the more moderate type was founded in 1894, 
ancj in 1S97 succeeded in getting three members 
elected to Parliament in a house of one hundred. 
They were increased to seven in 1901, but made 
no further progress at subsequent elections, partly 
because of internal dissensions, which led to 
a secession in 1908 and the formation of a more re- 
volutionary rival group calling itself the Social 
Democratic Party. The latter could weaken the 
movement but faded to make any way itself ; it 
remained insignihcant. 

Finland 

Socialism came stiU later to Finland than to 
Holland, but its progress there presents the greatest 
possible contrast ; for in a short time it outstripped 
the movement in all other countries. This was 
probably due to the peculiar political situation of 
Finland under Russian control, which stimulated 
the revolutionar}’' ardour of a highly independent 
people, having no racial afiinity with any of their 
neighbours. The formation of a Labour Party in 
1S99 followed immediately on the suppression by 
Russia of the Finnish Constitution ; and its efforts 
were largely responsible for the restoration of local 
autonomy under a r?iornied and democratised 
constitution in 1905. Finland was ihi. first country 
to adopt female suffrage and admit women to 



no SOCIALIST MOVEMENT ^ 

Parliament. The cause of national frc'edom brought 
together all sections of the people in the great 
general strike of November 1905 — ^the most, if 
not the only, successful general strike on record. 
This accounts for the extraordinary success of 
Socialist candidate's in subsequent Parliamentary 
elections, which were annual under the new con- 
stitution. Thej’ secured So seats out of 200 in 
1907, and they rose gradually to S7 (including nine 
women) four years later, placing the Finnish Labour 
Party at the head of all Socialist parties in political 
strength with the sole exception of the Australian. 
The programme was ^Marxian and based on the 
Erfurt pronouncement, but the policy was Reformist 
and anti-revolutionarj\ One of the chief activities 
of the party was the promotion of intellectual 
culture, in which the Finns, like the Scandinavians, 
are very advanced. In igi 3 the membership of 
the party was between 50,000 and 60,000 in a popu- 
lation of three millions, but it had six daily papers 
and many others. 


Australia 

The case of Australia demands fuller notice than 
the foregoing. The stoiy-^ of the rise and progress 
of Socialism there furnishes one of the most remark- 
able chapters in the whole history of the movement. 
Here was no old, higfiiy industrialised, congested 
countr}', with marked cl^ss divisions and social 
institutions handed down from the past with ancient 
oppressions, intense competition, small opportunity 
to rise from the ranks, vast masses of poor contrasted 
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mtli wealthy idlers. The conditions v\'ere just 
the contraiy — a,, new country possessi::;;^ immense 
undeveloped resources, cr\nn^ out lor population, 
unlimited opportunity, democratic in spirit and in 
institutions, devoid of class opT.;ression, mainlv 
agricultural, not industrialised, ^lighly pros:>crous, 
with little poverty, and no idlers except the work-si:\* 
and unemplo\-abie. Why sh-:«uld Socialism appear 
here, and within a space of twenty t’ears acqvdre 
far more powei* than anywhere else ? It is a puzzling 
question to which no single answer can be given. 
But there is no doubt about the origin of the move- 
ment ; it was due to propaganda and the personality 
of one man, W'illiam Lane. Boni in England. lie 
came in 18S3 by way of America to Queensland, 
where he was a journalist, at first workLng for a 
local paper, but before long the owner of a highly 
successful weekl}’ paper, the Boornemrg, started 
by himself in 1SS5. It was something like the 
Clarion in England and his influence resembled 
that of Blatchford. 

He tvas an honest enthusiast and a sentimental. 
Socialist fed on Bellamy's Leaking Backi:;ari, an 
American romance of the Utcfian order. Lane 
addressed himself to the trade unions, which cdreadiv 
existed in Australia, but were of a conservath'e 
like the English unions. He set to work to 
rouse and convert tliem'by his pen, and for that 
purpose founded another paper, 'flic Worker, for 
their special benefit, witi\ l!he motto 'Socialism in 
our time.' He was assisted by various circum- 
stances. The period in tvhich he started this cam- 
paign was one of great depression and unemploy- 
ment, not in Australia, but in England ; and 
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emigrants coming out from the old country would 
be prepared to S3nnpathise with ^Lane's view and 
back his efforts. Some were already Socialists, 
having been members of the Socialist League.^ 
The sympathetic connection between the move- 
ment in this new^ountiv" and the old was shown 
by the fact that the Brisbane unions sent £30,000 
to aid the London dockers in the famous strike of 
1SS9, conducted by the ' Strike Kings,' John Burns 
and Tom Mann, both members of the Social Demo- 
cratic Federation. Mann went to Australia not 
long afterwards to carry the torch there. In truth 
it was a time of general ferment, as the story of 
other countries told above clearly proves ; and in 
Australia two streams happened to meet, one from 
America in the person of William Lane, inspired 
by Henry George and Bellamy, the other from the 
rising movement in England. 

In 1S90 Lane had sufficiently prepared the groimd 
for a forward move in Queensland and was able 
to consolidate the trade union forces into a new 
central organisation, the Australian Labour Federa- 
tion, with the object of conquering political power 
and establishing State coILecti\'ism. This was his 
formula in that year : 


' The effect of the nationalisation of the means 
of production and distribution and of the conduct 
by the State authority* of all production and all 
exchange, would simply be to enable us to produce 
for use instead of for profit.' 
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There is no clearer statement of the principle 
and purpose of Socialism ; and if the phrase ' con- 
duct the State'iauthority ' be omitted and replaced 
by ' democratic control ' or some such words, it is 
perfe^ly modem. One reads precisely the same 
fomiula every daJ^ Australian Socialism sprang 
from the same source as the rest, and events con- 
spired to assist it. 

In 1S90 occurred the great strike of sheep-shearers, 
mainly in Qj^eensland. Wool is the great staple 
product of Australia, and the shearers, who earned 
high rates of pay, were the strongest body of work- 
men in the coimtr}". It was primarily a labour 
dispute between employers and ernploj^ed, but not 
an ordinar}’’ one ; the Australian Labour Federation 
turned it into a bid for power b}’ direct action. 
They assumed a sort of dictatorship and took 
control of the countryside in the areas affected. 
They issued passports to travellers and held up 
anyone not provided. Many acts of \dolence were 
committed and much property damaged. Troops 
were called out to protect the pastoraHsts, but 
being judiciously handled, they avoided collision 
with the strikers, many of whom were anned. 
Eventually the falling of heavy rains and the 
flooding of the country isolated the strikers and 
prevented movement. They gave in, and their 
defeat was promptly utilised by Lane to preach 
the moral of poliiical action ; the Labour Federation 
formally adopted the of nationalisation and 

collectivism. The eii’ect was enhanced in the 
following year by tint general shipping strikes, 
which were an attempt to paralyse the whole trade 
of the country, including New Zealand, and 
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particularly to prevent the transport of wool. They, 
too, failed completely, but the victor}^ was dearly 
bought ; the result was a great impfitus to Socialism, 
Vv’hich at the next election returned representatives 
and foirned a strong group in all the State legisla- 
tures. In 1S91 the Socialists won thirtj^seven 
scats in New South Wales, and by 1893 they held 
eight3^" seats altogether. 

There can be no doubt that the employers by 
refusing in the first instance to negotiate with the 
unions on perfect^ reasonable w-age demands, 
precipitated this development, which inaugurated 
the reign of Socialism in Australia. It was the old 
story of dogged resistance to inevitable change 
and accomplished fact. On the other hand, the 
conduct of the strikers alienated public opinion, 
which had been sympathetic to the shearers ; and 
the disastrous eSects on the trade of the country 
aroused a general determination to prevent its 
repetition, which issued in the peculiar Australian 
s\’stem of dealing with disputes. Compulsory 
arbitration w^as first adopted in 1893 by Ne\v Zealand 
as an immediate sequel of the shipping strike ; 
New South Wales followed in 1901, West x\ustralia 
later, winilst South Australia adopted a mixed 
system of voluntary" and compulsory arbitration, 
and \ictoria preferred wages boards. This move^^ 
ment ran parallel with the development of 
Socialism, and w’as much influenced by it. 
Though compulsory^ arbitration is to some 
extent a check on trade union action, it was 
turned to the advantagtT of the unions by 
having compulsory- membership associated with it, 
at the instance of the Socialists, who in return 



OTHER COUNTRIES 12X 

received the support of the unions. So the t^vo 
worked together. 

In 1893 disillusioned by the condiic/: cf 

Labour members, who used their newly won pf 
to advance personal interests, left Australia to 
founa an ideal colonj’ on Cornniunist principles 
in Paraguay. He had ahvays*clierished the idea 
of repeating the experiments of Owen and Cabet, 
and his sanguine disposition made him coniident 
that he would succeed where they failed. Kc had 
every advantage to start with — ^an excellent and 
carefully chosen tract of land, ungrudging assistance 
from the Paraguayan authorities, a picked band oi 
enthusiastic comrades. The venture was a com- 
plete failure. Like ail the others of the same kind, 
the experiment of New Australia, as it was crJicd, 
foundered on the rock of human nature, and once 
more illustrated the truth of Aristotle's observation 
that * there is much more quarrelling among those 
who have ail tilings in common.' The only excep- 
tions are small communities actuated by intense 
religious conviction, and wedded to pot'erty. To 
adopt Communism with the object of improving 
economic conditions is like warding oil an attack 
of delirium tremens with a bottle of whisky. Lane, 
a man of high ideals and lofty ciiaracter, finding it 
, impossible to carry on Xew Australia, tried again 
and founded a second •colon}' called Cosine, abjoui 
fifty miles away, with a small band of faiiiiful 
followers. This also failed, and Lane returned 
to xAjstralia in 1S99, but lie no longer possessed 
his former influence. '•He cvvntualiy went to Xew 
Zealand, after a visit to England, and tc-ok up 
journalism again. It is clear that the failure oi 
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New Australia was not due to external conditions, 
because when the remaining colonists went back 
to ordinar\7 economic life, as they- eventually did, 
they prospered ; it was the communistic system 
that proved unworkable. 

Meanwhile, things had changed in iVustralia. 
There had been a reaction and the tide of Socialism 
had ebbed. The establishment of the Common- 
wealth in 1901 turned men’s thoughts in other 
directions, and the Imperial idea took hold. Appeals 
for further support and recruits to carry on the 
Lane schemes met wdth a cold response. Socialism 
was represented in the New Parliament, but it was 
mixed with non-Socialist elements in the Labour 
group, which in 1904 anticipated recent political 
events here hy being put into ofhce, as a minority, 
by the other parties. It w^as the first quasi-Socialist 
administration to be set up in any countiy ; and 
that fact alone confers historical distinction upon 
Australia, which was not merely making an 
eccentric demonstration, as some supposed, but 
creating a precedent that has since been followed 
by the Mother Country^ Sweden and Denmark. 
The Labour Government of 1904 was soon turned 
out, but the experiment \vas repeated in 1908, 
when the Labour groups in the several constituent 
States were formali}* federated into one body under? 
the title * Australian Labour Party.’ In 1910 
it secured a small majority in both Houses of 
Parliament, and entered into power as well as office 
under the premiership of Mr. A. Fisher. 

The declared objects of' the party were the 
collective otvnership of monopolies and extension 
of the industrial and economic functions of the 
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State and municipaiitj’^ — definitely Socialistic, but 
more Fabian than ]\Iarxian. The election pro- 
^amme included nationalisation of monopolies 
and the establishment of a Commonwealth Bank, 
but otherwise was either purely Reformist (unem- 
plojmient insurance, compulsory arbitration, and 
graduated income tax) or distinctly anti-Socialist 
(restriction of imrnigTation, a protective tariff). Acts 
for cctnying out the nationalisation of monopolies 
and compulsory arbitration were passed, but 
rejected by large majorities on the referendum 
vote provided for b}^ the constitution. It appears 
that the Australia.n electorate were willing to put a 
Labour Socialist Government in omce, but not to 
take ant' Sociiilism from them. Possibh^ the 
existence of the referendum, which gives the people 
ultimate control and is securit}* against freak 
legislation, had something to do with the Labour 
majority. 

In three of the six Australian States as well as in 
the Common\\'eaIth Parliament before the war, the 
Labour Party had a majority in the Lower House 
and formed the Government ; but Queensland, 
where the movement originated, was not one of 
them. 

In Ne\v Zealand, which \vas involved in the ship- 
ping strike 0L1891, events took a different course. 
As already stated, compuisor}" arbitration in indus- 
trial disputes was first adopted there as a sequel 
of the strike, and the meaGure is typical of the action 
adopted in New Zealand, which consisted of drastic 
restrictive legislation ^with very little infusion of 
Socialism proper. Those who called themselves 
Socialists took up S}mdicaJism and the general 
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strike, while the Labour group in opposition to 
them gravitated to a Reformist brand of Socialism, 
but neither acquired any powe^'; Compulsory 
arbitration, v/nich is New Zealand's special contri- 
bution to the economic problems of the day, proved 
very unsatisfactory^ and in spite of repeated 
amendments of the original Act, fell into general 
discredit. 


America 

The United States presents a striking contrast 
to Australia. Although it is above all others the 
land of Capitalism, money’^ power, overgrown indus- 
trialism, trusts, millionaires, contrasted poverty 
and wealth — ^in short, all the conditions that 
Socialism exists to combat and abolish — ^y’et there 
is none in which Socialism, though free and 
unmolested, has gained so little ground in so long 
a time. Ever since 1S71, w'hen the International " 
w’as transferred to x\merica in a vain attempt to 
keep it alive, organised movements of the kind 
have been carried on there without any?' solid result. 
Perhaps one reason is that there have been so many 
of them, America has presented us with specimens 
of every- species of Labour organisation, from . 
revolutionary- anarchist Communism to conservative 
trade unionism, and they have jostled each other 
in an extraordinary^' welter. This is largely due, 
no doubt, to the mixed population and the 
cosmopolitan stream of iiLmigrants, But there 


^ See Chapter VI. 
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is a peculiar instability about things in the 
States ; organisations appear, v.'ax, ^vane and 
disappear or chz^ge. Trade uniunisin has shared 
this tendency with Socialism, which :r long 
prece^led. 

As far back as 1S34 there was a National Trades 
Union. ^Little is known about but it decs not 
a]:>pear to have lasted long. Later we hnd a series 
of ambitious attempts to fcuiid general erganisa- 
tioRs, to incl:tde the sectional unions or supersede 
them — National Labour Union (i:i66). Knigitts of 
Labour (iSoo), Sovereigns of Industiy {1^74}, 
Industrial Brotherhood, (1S74), American Feder- 
ation of Lalx^ur (rSSi), American La:x-nr Union 
(1902}, Industrial Workers of the M'orlJ ‘1905;, 
Workers’ International Industrial Union .1915). 
Besides these and t'ariously rvialcd to them are 
several federations of trade unions — miners, railway- 
men, metal workers, engineers and others. The 
Socialist bodies have been still more numerous — 
Social Party (1S68), International Workir.gmerTs 
Association (1871), Social-Democratic V,’e rking- 
men’s Party of Nortli America (1S74}, '^Veridng- 
men's Party of the United States (1870), Socialist 
Labour Part}' (1S77), International Wi nking People’s 
Association il^83 Anarchist), S^xialist Tra-.lcs and 
Labour Alliance (i 8 v 5 )j Sociid-Deniocratic Pany 
(189S}, Sociaiist Parry (*001). Tia: rdatu ns :.»ctwcen 
these bodies form a jig-saw puzzle whicii ic is not 
worth while to put tcgcther ; oniy twu b^:H!ics 
representing Socialism and two trade unionlsi 
federations need fuller consideration. I'i lcsc are 
the Socialist Lal:;our Party and the Socialist Party 
on the one hand ; the American i'edcration of 
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Labour and the Industrial Workers of the World 
on the other. 

The Socialist Labour Party was^ formed in 1877 
by merging three antecedent bodies and for some 
time it held the field. It was rigidly Marxian, of 
the revolutionar37 class war type, uncompromisingly 
opposed to all Reiormism and to existing trade 
unionism, which it attempted to supersede b}^ a 
new" revolutionary^ industrial organisation. This 
idea, which anticipated the ' industrial unionism ’ 
or ' greater unionism ’ or the ' one Great Union ' 
advocated here much later by some of our more 
voluble intellectuals, took shape in the Socialist 
Trades and Labour Alliance (1S95) — a body bearing 
much the same relation to the Socialist Labour 
Party that the " Red International of Labour 
Unions ' bears to-day to the Communist Inter- 
national of Moscow. It was an attempt to organise 
workmen under Socialist control and enrol them 
in the army of revolutionary" Marxism. The author 
of the scheme was David de Leon, a German Jew 
w'hose real name was Loeb, the leader of the Socialist 
Labour Party. His position in regard to both 
bodies corresponded precisely with that of Zinovieff 
in regard to their Bolshevist counterparts. The 
attempt failed. The S.T. and L.A. was the sickly 
child of a none too robust parent, and never grew ' 
up. The parent itself, the S.L.P., never gained 
any" strength worth mentioning, and gradually 
wasted away". Its political influence is shown by 
the number of votes cast for the candidate whom 
it ran with more courage than discretion at successive 
presidential elections ? 1S72, 21,572 • 1S96, 36,275 ; 

34.'^9^ i ^004.* 330*36 1 1908, 13,825. The 
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total votes cast at these elections were twelve 
millions in 1872 and fifteen and a half millions in 
190S, from wliic-ji the hold obtained by unadulter- 
ated Marxism in America can be gauged. 

The Socialist Party came into the world much 
later'^than the foregoing and did much better. 
Originally it called itself the** Social Democratic 
Party (I89S) but changed its name in 1901. Its 
principles were ilarxian, but its policy was Reformist, 
approximating to that of the English I.L.P. It 
grew pretty quickly and by 1912 had about 100,000 
memters. From 1900 onwards it ran a candidate 
of its own for the Presidency with the following 
result in votes : 1900, 96,931 ; 1904, 409,230 ; 
1908, 424,483. It made a much better showing 
than its rival, though the total is insignudca-nt. 
The figures indicate a growing influence, which was 
emphasised at the Congressional and State elections 
in 1910. In the former the part}^ polled an aggregate 
of 607,674 votes and had one of its leaders, Victor 
Berger, elected to the House of Representatit^es 
for Miiwa.ukee — the first Socialist to enter Congress. 
In the State elections they did still better, securing 
a total of 17 seats in different States. Milwaukee 
(a German town) was fairly captured by Socialises, 
and the example was followed by a considerah-le 
^ number of tovns, in later elections, mainly in the 
West. In the stormy strike t'ears before the war 
Socialist representation in State legislatures and 
municipalities grew apace. 

Nevertheless, Sociciiism remained peculiarly weak 
in the United States, Sirgely because of its relations 
with trade unionism, which are quite different from 
those in any of the countries hitherto discussed. 
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Both the trade union organisations mentioned 
above have been more or less openly hostile, but 
for different reasons. The x^merican Federation 
of Labour, which is b\^ far the larger of the two, 
and the really effective body in America^,, has 
consistent^ maintained the chief characters of 
English unionism before that fell under Socialist 
influence — ^the craft basis, the principle of self-help, 
defence of workmen's interests in the industrial 
field, avoidance of politics, non-revolutionary tactics, 
methods of agreement and conciliation with em- 
ployers — ^in short, eveiy^thing that is called reaction- 
ary in the revolutionarj' camp. This is due in a 
great measure to the commanding persona.iity of 
the president Samuel Gompers, a Londoner by birth, 
of Jewish parentage, w^ho died in December, 1924. 
American emploj-ers did not love him, and he was 
at one time prosecuted for his trade union activities ; 
but Socialists loved him less, for the American 
Federation of Labour under his iniluence has been 
a great stumbling-bloci: in their way. Founded 
in loSi it scon superseded the waning Knights of 
Labour and other attempted central organisations ; 
and in 1912, when the total trade union membership 
in the United States was returned at 2J millions 
(German Staiistisches JahrbucJi), it accounted for 
neaiiy two millions. 

The other trade union federation, the Industrial 
Workers of the World, familiarly known as ‘ the 
Wobblics,' v\’as founded in. 1905 bj" the amalgam- 
ation of several Socialist and trade union elements, 
dissatisfied vith the inactioh of existing bodies. 
In that respect it may be said to have resembled the 
English LL.P., but in no other. The idea in the 
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mind of the organisers is revealed in the letter of 
invitation to the inaugurGii meeun-i, winch ex- 
pressed cenn* 
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together and^^suon split up. They were, indi:cd, 
united onh- by a common opposition to Capitalism 
and the American Federaiion of Labour, which 
was vioientiy attacked from the first ; in other 
respects iliere were ah sorts of dit'isions between 
them, both of personalities and principles, and no 
clear policy or lirm ieadersbip. It is not surprising 
that the I.W'.W. inspired little condd>;nce and that 
the anticipated defections from the American 


Federation of Labour did not take place; such as 
did were neither large nor lasting. the end of 
a year the paid up membership, nominally 60,000, 
was only 14,000 : and when the Western Federation 
of Miners seceded in the following year, the 
I.W lost the only solid support it had. 
Anarchist and Socialist leaders fought angrily 
for the control of a machine that broke down 


the start. 

In 1 90S, only three years from its foundation, 
the organisation sjdit completely into two halves 
— a political and an industrial half — the fonner 
was really the old Marxian Socialist Labour Party 
under another narne;'*the latter bc-came a purety 
Syndicalist body, resembling the French General 
Confederation in aims and methods, but not in 
Km 
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organisation. This is the I.W.W. kno\TO to popular 
fame, which has invented various sarcastic readings 
of the initials — I Want Whisky ,,;j I Won't V/ork, 
Internationai Wonder Workers, etc. It owed noth- 
ing to French inspiration, but was a spontaneous 
American growth ; it took up and developed 
industrial unionism and direct action that had 
previously existed in some mining * valleys. 
Syndicalism is, in truth, a natural trade union 
inference from the doctrine underhung Socialism, 
that Labour (in the narrow sense) produces aU the 
wealth, and so I cng as that doctrine is taught to 
trade unionists some will always draw the inference 
for themselves — if we produce all wealth, then let 
us take it without more ado. 

The Sjmdicalist I.W.W. , w^hich had its seat in 
Chicago, and w’as much stronger than its Socialist 
rival, acted up to its principles and engaged on a 
great campaign of strikes, marked b\" violence and 
lawlessness, particularly in the year 1912-13. 
After that it suffered a decline, but came up again 
during the War. Numericaiij" a small body, not 
approaching the French General Confederation 
in size, it has been exceedingly active in agitation. 
Between this skirmishing type of trade unionism 
and the big battalions of the American Federation 
of Labour, Socialism has been squeezed tight 
for though thej’ are in deadly opposition to each 
other, the}’ are equally hostile to Socialism. 

It only remains to add that the I.W.W. has not 
confined its actmties to the United States, but has 
extended them to Canada, Australia, South Africa 
and Great Britain, though with very little success. 
With regard to the general position in Canada, it 
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is siifiicient to saj’ that the labour movement there 
lias alv/ays had much in common vith that of the 
States. Both the American trade unions and the 
Socialist orgn-nisiiiions have enclcavcnred to treat the 
whole continent as one. The word ' internariona] ' 
in this connection generally signifies the inclusion 
of Ca.nada. Xe\-CTiiieless the Canadians have, in the 
main, gone their own way, and have proved even 
more resistant to Socialism than the Americans. 
In igii one Socialist was elected to Parliament for 
Vancouver, which was then the chief stronghold. 
The prevailing type of Socialism was the revolu- 
tionary ilarxian, but the usual rival groups made 
their appearance and spent sucii small strength 
as they possessed in combating each other. 

I have now given an account of sixteen out of 
the thirt3--three countries represented at the last 
regular International Congress held in 1910. Russia 
is better dealt with later under the head of Bolshev- 
ism. The rest, which include the Balkan States, the 
Peninsula, Armenia, Persia, the Far East and 
South America, do not call for notice. They preserxt 
no particular features, except, perhaps, the marked 
tendencj/ to Anarchism in the Peninsula. Other- 
wise, their Socialism presents the same characteristics 
in an earlier stage of development. 

The most remarkable facts that emerge from 
the stoiy are the world-wide sprea.d and growing 
strength of the mo\’'ement, the general adoption 
of the Marxian or German fom:iiila, but the 
divergence from it in 'practice, the consequent 
divisiun into Reformisl^ and Revolutionary- sections, 
the incessant discussions and irresistible tendency 
to secession and the formation of fresh groups. 
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leadership by intellectuals but dependence on 
organised labour for success, the consequent efforts 
of rival groups to capture the '’trade unions or 
create them. These features are constantly re- 
produced in varjdng degrees. 

To complete the Jiistory it is necessarj^ to re\dew 
the international organisation which has^ accom- 
panied the developments described. 



Chapter VT 


'INTERNATIONAL SOCIALISM 


Socialism, 0.% a movement for the econoir.ic re- 
organisation of societ}', nL-cessarih' has an inter- 
national outlook because the conditions it desires 
to transform are common to rJI civilised countries, 
though in different stages of de^-elopment. Any 
country which adopted it alone v/ould be left in 
isolation, as Russia is to-day, and we can see the 
difficulties that arise in consequence. The}- are 
one of the reasons for the persistent endea\’ours 
of the Moscow Government to make other nations 
foUow their example. It is indeed obvious that 
any people who establish and carr}* on their economic 
activities on an entireh- dinerent basis from their 
neighbours cannot do business v.ith them so easily 
as if they were both on tlie same economic basis, 
and if the difference be fundamental ih^y rnaj^ be 
unable to do it at all. 

^ Such a fundamental difference is that between 

"legal recognition and denial of the rights of private 
property. This docs not seem to have been per- 
ceived as a general proposition, prol^abh^ because 
the contingency has nevl-r been thouglit possible ; 
but it is clear enough^and we have witnessed its 
working in the attempers to deal with Bolshetdst 
Russia, The rulers of that coimtry have been 

-So 
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forced by the logic of facts to modify their economic 
system, but they have not modified it sufficiently 
to be on the same footing as the r^st of the world, 
and until they do, their economic relations with 
other countries will never go smoothly. A perfectly 
self-contained community is independent and can 
have what system it pleases, but those which depend 
on economic intercourse with others must not 
diverge too far from the common practice and the 
recognised rules. This is one of tho reasons for 
the invariable failure of communistic settlements, 
even when they have not been destroyed by internal 
dissensions. 

Socialists have never explicitly recognised this 
obstacle to the realisation of their aims, but they 
have always instinctively felt that the transform- 
ation they contemplate must be world-wide. The 
idea was not invented by Marx ; it found repeated 
expression during the first phase of Socialism 
described in Chapter II, and may be said to have 
been common, implicitly or explicit^, to all the 
schools. Two or three examples will suffice. At 
the vreekly meeting of the National Union of the 
Working Classes " held on August 17th, 1831, an 
address to the people of Ireland, was adopted in 
which the following passage occurred; 

^We hope the daj^ is" not distant when the 
oppressed poor of every country will unite in 
sentiment and action for the benefit of the whole 
human race.' * 

r 

William Lovett, writing on the Working Men’s 

' See p. ag. * Poor Man^s Guardian, aoth August, 1831. 
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Association, which was a successor of ihe acc^ve 
society formed in 1S36 and tl-e standard b-aror 
of Chartism, sa}^ he believed k laid ‘ the honour 
of first introducing the mode cf 
addr^ses between the world n^-ino: 01 diff'.r^-nr 
countries ' ; and he quotes an addr..:-s i^'sued t*; 
the Working Classes of Belgium in 1^30, 

pointing out that the foolish dissv?''-:-)ns !nt\v_en 
nations were due to the ignorance </: the w.'. rlduq 
classes, who bailed to realise their rt^al position in 
society — ' that we, being die pyodi:::€ys y n 
have }he first claim to its e/n'-^y^acK- ’ — and that 
emancipation would depend on tiie spread of this 
knowledge ' among the working-classes (A all 
countries,' and which would lead to the gvnorai 
adoption of the principles laid d- :wn bt’ the av.tliors 
of the Address for the reconstrvXtijn cf s<>ciL-ty. 
An eloquent reply was received from the \Vc:rking 
Men of Belgium, signed by Committees at Brussels, 
Ghent and Liege.* 

In France the idea found simultaneous and inde- 
pendent expression. The same year, 1031, in 
which the National Union voted tlie addiesf* to 
Ireland, quoted above, wirnessurd also t:ie 
statement of the Saint-Simonian d:>:::ine drawn 
up by Hazard and Enfantin. Tl.is document, after 
deploring the prevalence of strife and antagcidsm 
in Europe, went on to indicate a 'c^ond 0: union 
among men which v/ould lead ilii-m toveards a 
common destiny and ' give socieiy, the glob-e itself, 
the entire world a character of union, \\'isdcin and 
beauty.' The science of history, according to 
Saint-Simon, revealed an irresisiilde tendency 
^'Life and Stru^^ks of William Lcvt'ti Cliapisr V. 
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towards ' universal association/ and those words 
figured prominently in the heading of Le Globe, 
the oflicial organ of the school, its grand aim. 

VTien, therefore, ilarx concluded the Communist 
Manifesto (1848) by calling on the workers of the 
world to unite, he was broaching no new idea, 
though his application of it to the class war was 
his own. As already related nothing came of that 
at the time, but Marx continued to cherish the idea 
and in 1864 took advantage of a trada union move- 
ment in London, where he resided, to put it on an 
organised basis in the shape of the ' International 
Association of Working Men,' which afterwards 
became known as the First or Old International. 
The said trade union movement was connected 
vith the Exhibition of 1862. It has already 
been mentioned in connection with the origin 
of German Socialism^ that a party of German 
workmen from Berlin came to London to visit 
the Exhibition. A party of French workmen did 
so too, and their visit, which was promoted by the 
French Emperor, was repeated in the foUovr- 
ing j^ear, when the Pohsh question was dis- 
cussed. They foregathered vvith English colleagues 
and were entertained by others interested in 
trade unionism and labour questions. In this 
way the international idea was fostered until the , 
time seemed ripe for a definite organisation to 
develop it. 

So in 1864 the International Association was 
bom. Two real Labour men, George Odger and 
Robert Applegarth, ^vere eliiployed as midwives 
to bring the infant to birth, but Marx was the 

^See p. 53, 
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physician in charge, vrho directed the proceedings, 
and Professor Beesly stood sponsor. The trade 
unions in genera]^ stood rather stiSy aloof, and if 
that rt^as so in England the labour element had 
still l^ss pan in tiic organisation on thiO Continent, 
where trade unionism hardly existed. The name 
of the Association was, in fact, lluceptive. It wa.s 
not an A!ssociation of \vorkni:m but an attempt to 
get workmen to adopt ilarx’s theories. It consisted 
of a central h^dy called the General Council with 
local branches in the aihliarcd countries. The 


Council, which had its seat in London, wa.s inier- 
nationaii}.’ constituted, with delegates from the 
several national branches. It h.ad no authority, 
but acted as medium of communication and arranged 
congresses, vddch took place annually in the four 
years 1S66-69. 

As indicated in the previous chapter, it liad a good 
deal to do with starting organised Socialism in 
several countries, and it promoted the de\*eiopment 
of the nicn’einent in all. This accounts for the 


stereotyped piattem. The main function of the 
Association was educational: it was an institute 


.'V 


for the pr(...pagation of Marxism. '' We may 
observe,” sa\’s Professor Sembart, ” how at each 
congress of the Inten-ational A-ssociaticn, there 
showed itself a gradually strengthening inrluence 
of the l^Iarxian spirit.* The result was strife. 


For as soon as the I.A. showed signs of being 
Jdarxian to ?iny degree, disagreemont.s arose in all 
directions.” ‘ First the Proudhon ian Si 'cialists, then 


the trade unions and -ftien the German Las.-alic-ans 


grew restive in turn. But the crowning quarrel 


^ Werner Soinbar: : Social:<7}i a?:-d iKC Soc:ul jlcieiK-:?*:. 
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which split the I.A. was that between Marx and 
Bakunin. ^ 

The two were old acquaintancifis from the days 
of the revolutionarv’ forties, but they never got on 
well together. Bakunin started out frorp. the 
philosophy of He^gel, like Marx, Lassalle, Lieb- 
knecht, Hess, Ruge, and all the other German 
intellectuals ; but he took the turning thaf leads* to' 
extreme individualism, and association wdth Proud- 
hon converted tliis into anarchism. ■cBut his anar- 
chism was quite different from Proudhon's, which 
was w^holly pacific ; Bakunin's was w^holly destruc- 
tive ; proba'ble because of his Russian experiences. 
He was, in fact, the first anarchist in the ordinary 
sense of the word, and all later demonstrations 
of the doctrine can be traced to him. He left a 
trail behind him everywhere in his many wanderings 
after his escape from Siberia, notably in Italy and 
Spain, w’here the soil was most congenial. Russia 
he could not enter, but his teaching could, and it 
took deep root there. It played a part in all 
the subsequent revolutionary movements, which 
culminated in Bolshe\dsm. 

The quarrel with Marx w^as fought out in the 
International. In iS68 Bakunin, who had been 
actively engaged in propaganda for several years, 
founded a rival ‘ International Alliance of Social- 

^ Michael BakTinin (1S14-1S76). Russian aristocrat by birth and 
officer in the Russian army ; resigned his conirnission and joined 
a students’ class in Moscow ; in 1S41 went to Gemiany, studied 
philosophy with the young Hegelians in Berlin and Dresden’; went to 
Paris and met French Socialists ; met German Communists in 
Switzerland ; returned to Paris in ; expelled from France in 
1848, took leading part in revolutionary rising in Dresden, handed 
over to Russian authorities in 1S51, exiled to Siberia in 1S55, escaped 
in 1861, came to England by way of America ; spent the rest of his 
life preaching anarchism in diliereiit countries and opposing Marx* 
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Democrat/ but it was stiH-boiTi, and he, with his 
followers, joined the I.AAV.]\I. Then came the 
Franco-German ''Var whicl: knocked Inteniational 
Socialism on the head for the time b^/ing and caused 
the s^t ro he nominally TransArna: m Xe\v- 
Before it could recover from the Vdow the oia/:-:- 
Bakunin^ stniggle- gave it a finishing stivace from 
within at' a congress held in idjc at the llaciie, when 
the Bakunin part}' was expelkd. 'I’he r^jun s-ntati ■••js 
of the Lassalk;an part}- who had b^en present, 
reported to their annual meeting that tl^e 

Hague Congress had been deiiheratviy ];ackod to 
give rtlarx a majeaity ; and it is certain that he 
attached great importance to the occasion hecause 
both he and Engels attendcLl in person. Auer 
this a feeble attempt was made to hold a Ccuigress 
at Geneva in 1S73 ; bur the thing vas riead, and a 
belated funeral oration w'as pr;-.nounCvd in idjO. 

Such was the First Intematioiicil. It made a 
great stir and alarmed many ruliiig staresm.en 
including Bismarck, though it did nothing but give 
resonance to the doctrines of •\iarx. Semhart 
caiis it tne nrst agenc}’ tor the prot’^’a^tation of 
IMarxian teaching, and that was preds.iy the 
object for wrdch it was created. But tln-re was no 
substance in it. and when it came ck^se ro any 
-practical question, it revealed iireconcik-ahle diuer- 
ences of c-pinitm or shet^ futility. An instance of 
the former was its enthusiastic support of the Paris 
Commune in 1S71, wiiich cumpleri.ly alienated the 
English section. An instance of ti.e latter ^vas its 
behaviour towards tSe Aiistro-German \V: ;; of 
1866 and the Franco-Genna.n War of iSjo. 

The most interesting thing m the Ihstory of 
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International Socialism is, indeed, its relation to 
war. By its very nature it must be opposed to 
war, which sunders nations vertically and unites 
classes within them, for its own' object is exactly 
the contrary. It seeks to unite nations veiJicalLy 
and split each horizontally in order to carry on the 
class ’war in ail. In short, war between nations is 
its negation. Accordingty, the LA.W.M. tabulated 
an emphatic condemnation of the Austro-German 
war and protested against the Franco-German 
war, but made not the slightest attempt to prevent 
either. 

In connection with the Franco-German War, 
a vert" interesting episode, bearing on recent events, 
is related by Hermann Wendel, in a memoir written 
for the German working classes on the occasion 
of the death of Bebel in 1913. All Germany w^as 
hurrahing for the w’ar in 1870, and the Socialists 
with the rest, excepting Bebel and Liebknecht, 
w^ho considered the position seriously in the light 
of their principles. They were members of the 
North German Reichstag, which had been convened 
to vote the war loan. Liebknecht intended to 
vote flatty against it ; but during an enforced wait 
of several hours at a railway station on their way, 
Bebel persuaded him to adopt a ' more correct 
attitude.’ This was revealed in the debate of July 
2ist, 1S70, when they declared that : 

‘ They could neither vote for the loan, as that 
would be equivalent to a vote of confidence in 
the Prussian Government, which had prepared 
for the present war hy the proceedings of 1866, 
nor could they by refusing the required credit 
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appear as though they approved of the wicked 
and treacherous policy of Bonaparte. As op::)C- 
nents cn principle of every uynasLic war, 
Socialist Republicans and m*.-n:ber5 ' • 

natipnai \\'orkmen's 




. :l'_i 1 


iAU3 


asrainst all onoressors wiiiiou: 


LCtion of 
^pressed 

in a great fraternal band, they co-;dd neiilier 
directly nor indirecily d:.:clare ih^ms-lves in 
favour of this present war and would, therefore, 
abstain'lrom voting . . . ' 


A lame and impotent conclusion. The deck-ration, 
v^diich was inscribed in the j^turnds of the House is 
t3’picaL BebA also recounts the incicLnt in his 
autobiograplw', but at the same time gives an 
explanation of the origin of the war at variance 
with the passage about Bonaparte’s p:ho\’, which 
was given as a reason for not voting against the 
war-loan. 

^ Liebknecht/ he sat's, ^ boiieved in the 
Emperor Napoleon’s resp'/i:sib:Iity for the war. 
I 'v^'as of a different opinion, being con’idneed 
that Napoleon had fallen into a trap prepared 
for him by Bismarck. 

* To-day there can be no doubt tiJtat tho war 
of 1S70 was desired by Bismarck and that he 
had long laid his plans to luring it about. . . . 
With the exception of a small inner circle of 
intimates who knew that he liad worked with 
might and main to* bring about the war — and 
not even the King of Prussia belonged to this 
inner circle — he duped the ’whole world, making 
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everyone believe that Napoleon had provoked 
the war and that poor peace-loving Bismarck 
was the aggrieved party. The ^historians, official 
and semi-official, have fostered' this belief among 
the mass of the people — the belief that Gennany 
acted in defence, and that France was the 
aggressor. It iS true that Napoleon declared 
war, but the master stroke of Bismarck's policy 
was that he shuffled the cards in such a way 
that Napoleon was forced to declare war, as 
though of his owm accord, and to play the part 
of peace-breaker. Even men like Marx and 
Engels shared the common opinion and gave 
public expression thereto, although in their posi- 
tion they ought to have known better. The 
events that preceded the declaration of war were 
so confusing and unexpected that people quite 
overlooked the fact that France, who declared 
v/ar, w’as quite unprepared, while Germany bad 
all her preparations completed to the last button, 
and succeeded in mobilising her forces without 
the slightest hitch.' ^ 


Yet there had been meetings of Socialists both 
in Paris and in German towms and resolutions had 
been passed against w-ar ; but when it came to the 
point they vanished into smoke. Wendel, who 
took Bebel's view of the war and Bismarck's respon- 
sibility for it, describes the popular excitement in 
Germany as greater even than in the revolutionary 
year 184S. ' Not only on ^very hurdy-gurdy but 

in every heart rang out the ' Wacht am Rhein/ on 

* A. Bebel : My Life^ pp. 205-6. 
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every hiil-tcp blazed the sacrificial fires of patriotic 
enthusiasm.’ 

After tiiis it is not surprising that the First Inter- 
national v’ent unSer. Nor vus it until iSSg ihat 
its successor vas ostahlished, and even then i:i 
inauspicious circumstances. According: to Mr. 


at all the cfmgresses of the Second Intcmaticnal, 
the foundation vas laid at an Intijniational Con- 
fv/rence held in Paris in ih>2. Other mcudngs 
followed, 'Tind as 1S69 ^pproaclax: suggostions were 
made in many quarters for a groat congress in Paris 
to celebrate the centenary of the French Revolu- 
tion. At once the ri\*a:ry between tlie Socialist 
parties in France broke into open connict ie,r the 
control of the rrop;-.5,*d Congress. The Friush 
Trades Union Congress invited dvlegates to a pre- 
iiminary meeting in at which it was d^-cided 

to support the moderate or Reformist French part}' 
and entrust them with the arrangements for the 
CengT-ss. But the Marxians also found support 
at anotii;:r preliminary conference laid at the ]lag“ue. 
So the result was that two rival Congresses were 
held in 1SS9. German Socialises dominated the 
Marxian one, English trade unionists were con- 
spicuous in the other. 

The Second International was thus born amid 
great confusion and a hubbub of condicting opinions. 
It may be regarded as a climax to the active, varied 
and discordant movemunis ihat had been going 
on for some years both on the trade union and ihe 
Socialist side in Engla::*!. France and other countnes 
in tins lermoiitative period, as descriDcci in Chapters 

MlemiaEa WL-nUel : A B&l'Hj p. 41. 
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IV and V. However, it struck the promoters 
that the simultaneous holding of rival Congresses 
was not a very auspicious way of inaugurating a 
new movement for uniting meii in one brother- 
hood and it was arranged that the next Congress, 
held in Brussels in 1891, should be a joint affair. 
This was done without a rupture, but so strong 
were the antagonisms that it was found impossible 
to reconcile all shades of opinion ranging in a long 
scale from trade unionism to anarchist communism. 
The question was where to draw the line, and at 
the third Congress, held at Zurich in 1893, the 
majority agreed to draw it at the anarchists and 
advocates of physical force, who were accordingly 
expelled. A common hostility to the extreme left 
drew the other sections together, in accordance 
with the universal law of human nature that the 
most powerful influence in uniting men is a 
common enemy, or that differences are most easily 
reconciled in the presence of greater differences. 
The same question was raised again at the next 
Congress held in London in 1S96 and the previous 
decision was upheld, though considerable disagree- 
ment manifested itself. 

Up to this time four Congresses had been held 
vith an increasing membership, but there was no 
standing organisation and the whole thing was^ 
carried on in a very loose- wa3\ The principles of 
the socialisation of the means of production and 
political action were upheld, but the practical policy, 
if any, was of a reformist character and reflected 
the influence of the union -and moderate Socialist 
elements. But at the fifth Congress, held in Paris 
in 1900, steps were taken to put the organisation 
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on a firmer basis a.nd to define its objects vith 
greater precision. A permaneirt oSice s\'as set up 
in Brussels and an Executive Committee appoint^;!, 
consisting of two represenrati\‘es fr on each national 
delegation and one from the Socialist Farlianu-ntar;- 
Party in each countr3\ il. ^’an^crvelde was Chair- 
man and M. Huysnians Secret:’ r\' of t;ic Inter- 
national ^Socialist Bureau so Cf:nsutute:l. Along 
with this development of C5ryani5:n2:; machincrv 
the Congress iorinulated the prhmipLs of tiie 
International on regular Marxian lines — tho 
prolcto.riat, enslaved working class, capitalist 
organisation of production, sociaiisatkm cf means oi 
production, class war. ‘ Social democracy ims n hen 
upon itself the task cf organising the'proleiuriat 
into an armt” ready for the social war and it 
must, therefore, above all ensure that the wvrhing 
classes become conscious of their class interests 
and of their strength. To this end it must a-ivipt 
evert’' possible measure and advocate evert' possiide 
reform.' 


The means suggested were participation :: 
life, universal suffrage, organisation in 
trade union and co-operative groups, 
men’s educati- nal societies. Ail .ids wa, 



very familiar in ipoo, but it is interesting as an 
indication of the ideas then prevailing, to dm exclu- 
sion of Syndicahsm and revolutionary action. ; it 
might be described as Marxism with a rallan iwist. 
The resolution embodying the principles was passed 


with one dissentient. 


Still more inccresringf howmv'er, tvas tlie decided 
attitude to war taken up by the C-'ngress. iTtr\ icuS 
Congresses had discussed and condemned militarism, 
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but the question, had not been made so prominent 
or handled vdth so much decision before, Jaures, 
who presided, stmek the note in his opening address, 
for which he received the official thanks of the 
German Government. He denounced the capital- 
ism of that date for/ seeking to maintain its position 
by stirring up old ^ race prejudices and by inciting 
one people against another,' and declared that 
‘ the most important question on their agenda 
was the organisation of peace and international 
brotherhood.' In pursuance of this pronouncement 
the Congress unanimously adopted a resolution 
enjoining Socialists in every country to oppose 
militarism and colonial expansion with increased 
energy and demanding an alliance of the prole- 
tarians of all lands for the perpetuation of peace, 
not by mere platonic demonstrations of international 
solidarity but by ' energetic international action.' 
Three practical means were recommended ; (i) 

The rising generation to be educated against 
militarism, (2) Socialist members of Parliament 
alw a5’s to vote against any expenditure on the army, 
the navy or colornal expeditions, (3) the Executive 
Committee to organise simultaneous, uniform pro- 
tests in ail countries whenever occasion called for 
them. 

The position so defined in 1900 was re-affirmed- 
at the seventh Congress held at Stuttgart in 1907, 
where it formed the chief item on the programme. 
A long resolution was adopted, beginning with 
the usual assertion of the responsibility of capitalism 
for Vv'ars, and continued : 

* Wars are therefore the very marrow of 
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capitalism and will cease with the suppression 
oi the capitalist system or else when the 
tude of the sacrifice in men and money dv^manded 
by the developnient of military teciinique and 
rcjTiision against armaments shall force the 
peopie to abandon that system. . , , For these 
reasons the Congress deems* it the duny of all 
'workers and their parliamentain' representatives 
to oppose naval and military armaments with 
ail their r^ight — thereby emphasising the class 
character of bourgeois scciett* and ihe motives 
which impel it to maintain national antag(>nisms 
— and to refuse all linair:ial suppurt to 
policy. . . . 

* The International cannot lav" dov;n in ad-'x'a.nce 
fixed plans of action, which must necessarily 
vary for different countries according to time 
and circumstances ; but its d\izy is to intensify 
and co-ordinate as far as possirde the eSorts of 
the worldng class against militarism and war. 
The Congress dc.-clares that if a vrar threatens 
to break out it is the dutj’ of tlie worldng classes 
in the countries affected, and the dut}' of their 
parliamentary’ representatives with the assist- 
ance of the Internatienai, to take concerted action 
and do their utmost to prevent war by all the 
means which seem to them appropriate and wliich 
naturally vary according to tiie intensity of the 
class war and the general p^-liticai situation. In 
ca.se war breaks out nevertheless, it is their duty 
to intervene to bring it prornpiiy to an end and 
to utilise with all "their niight the economic and 
political crisis created by ilie war in order to 
stir lip ihe iowest sections of tl:e popidaiion (y^iUr 
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les couches popitlaires les phis profondes) and 

precipitate the overthrow of the capitalist regime.’ 

The last sentence, which I have italicised, has an 
instructive bearing on post-war events ; advantage 
was to be taken of^war to foment a revolutionary 
agitation amongst the lowest classes of the com- 
munity. But the main point is the prevention 
of w'ar, and the striking feature of the resolution 
is the contrast between the emphatic terms in which 
the duty of Socialists is laid down and the extremely 
vague ones referring to the form it should take. 
Some delegates, and notably the French ones, felt 
this and wished to go much farther. They proposed 
to lay down definite measures, such as strikes, 
desertion by soldiers and refusal of duty ; but the 
Congress, at which Germans preponderated, refused 
to adopt this course. 

The vague resolution, which committed the 
members to nothing, was a German formula, drafted 
by Bebel. He was sincere in his opposition to 
war and had suffered for his opinions ; but he was, 
as I have said before, essentially a politician and 
an opportunist. At the annuM meeting of the 
German Social Democratic Party at Jena in 1905 
he had enthusiastically defended the general strike 
as a Socialist weapon, in opposition to the opinion 
of the trade unions, that it was not an arguable 
proposition ; but a few months later in a Conference 
between the party and the trade unions he took 
exactly the opposite line and declared that the 
leaders of the Party did not intend to advocate 
the general strike, but would as far as possible 
endeavour to prevent anything of the kind. The 
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question came up at the annual meeting of the 
Party in 1906 and caused a very lively debate. 
Bebei endeavoured to reconcile his previous incon- 
sistent utterances hy saving that though he had 
recopimended the general strike as a weapon in 
the last resort he did not mean that they should 
use it at once ; and he particularly opposed a 
resoluti 5 n that a general strike should be called 
to prevent Germany from inteivening in the revolu- 
tionary^ struggle going on in Russia. He thought 
Germany would not intervene. If she did it would 
mean a European war, and the proposal to call a 
general strike on behalf of peace on the outbreak 
of war was puerile. 

' Who believes that at a moment when a violent 
shock, a fever, is stirring up the masses to their 
lowest depths, when the perils of a gigantic war 
and its appalling misery confront us — who believes 
that at such a moment it is possible to institute 
a general strike ? From the first day of the 
outbreak of such a war there march under anns 
in Germany five million men, with many hundreds 
of thousands of Socialists among them. The 
entire nation is in the ranks. Frightful want, 
universal unemployment, sxar\’ation, stoppage 
of industries, fall of securities — ^is it credible 
that at such a montent, when each is thinking 
of himself, a general strike could be declared ? ' 

AH very true, but X^-ry different from what was 
said at Jena the yeaf before, and from the impres- 
sion left at Stuttgart the year after. BebePs 
resolution there adopted gave the impression that 
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the Germans would go to any lengths to prevent 
war, but actually left them free to do as little as 
they pleased. M. Vandervelde wrote an article 
on this congress for The Times (September 12th, 
1907), which showed that he was hoodwinked. 
He admitted the disagreement between the German 
and French members, but minimised it and excused 
the vagueness of the German attitude oy the 
difficulties of their position. He thought the terms 
of the resolution might have been clea^rer and more 
precise, but took an optimistic view and fortified 
it with a characteristic remark made by Victor 
Adler, the Austrian leader : 

'We Germans are not fond of empty threats 
We prefer to go farther than our promises. We 
cannot, and wiU not, say what we should do if 
the case arose, but you may rely upon it we should 
act with as ranch energy as anyone else.' 

They did ; in support of an aggressive %var against 
Serbia, involving the deliberate destruction, with- 
out any provocation whatever, of M. Vandervelde's 
own country^ 

The comedy was repeated at Copenhagen in 
1910, when the next Congress, and the last regular 
one, was held. This congress was attended by 887 
delegates, representing thirty-three nations, which 
shows the great extension of the movement. The 
last regular congress of the First International in 
1S69 had been attended by So delegates, represent- 
ing nine nations, the first urUted congress of the 
Second International in 1891 by 350 delegates, 
representing twelve nations. A comparison of 




these figures mth 1910 shows how great the advance 
had been, but increased size did nor prevent the 
Second from crumpling up even more contp:L:te:y 
than the First, Ivhen put to the test c: reo.iity. 
The:^pther Socialists should have been warnv-d of 
what was coming hy the conduce of the Chwman 
comrades. At Stuttgart, they* had opposed the 
French demand for more definite action against 
war ; at Copenhagen, the scwnie demand was pr;..ssed 
by the British delegates with French support, but 
again the Germans successfully opposed it. 

Yet t~vvo years later one more effort was made, 
and matters were carried a little farther. This w'as 
at a special congress in 1913, called in view of the 
Balkan crisis under ilie banner of ' War Againit 
War.' It met at Basel in Switzerland, and was 
attended b}* 555 delegates, representing all the 
principal European countries. The Congress unani- 
mously adopted a long manifesto whicli recited the 
Stuttgart and Copenhagen resoluiicns, but was 
novel and interesting in that it laid sp<.'cific com- 
mands on the Socialists of the several ccuntrks in 
turn. The Balkan ccmraces were to compose old 
enmities, eppes;- violation of the rights of others 
and declare the fraternity of all the Balkan peoples. 
The Austrians were to continue their cnergeiic 
oppositivm to any attack on Serbia, and strive to 
secure self-government? for the Southern Slavs. 
The Austrians arid Italians were to oppose every 
attempt to drav.- Albania within tiie sphere of their 
inSuence, the Russians were to fight Tsarism and 
ail military pclicicb ^ but the most important task, 
was laid on Germans, French, and British. They 
were to insist that their Governments should refuse 
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all support to Austria and Russia, keep out of the 
Balkans, and maintain a strict neutralitJ^ 

After some more injunctions of the same kind, 
the ma.nife 5 to concluded v;ith •• the stereotyped 
formula about the capitalist world of exploi^tion 
and murder, and the proletarian world of peace and 
union among the'" nations. A Belgian Socialist, 
writing of this manifesto in 1915, called it an ironical 
parody of the history of actual events put in the 
form of a prophecy : for the proletariat, in whose 
name the International professed to speak, pro- 
ceeded to back theix respective Governments in 
exactly the opposite course to that undertaken. 
The Balkan peoples, for whose benefit the Congress 
was primarily summoned, promptly set to work 
to cut each other’s throats with all the old zest ; 
and the blame can hardlt?' be put on capitalism at 
large, for they are the least capitalistic of European 
States. 

In the same year (1913), the German Socialists, 
who had always dominated the International, were 
put to the test at home. The German Government, 
then preparing for the war of 1914, proposed a large 
increase of the standing armJ^ The Socialists 
issued a pamphlet denouncing the proposal, admit- 
ting that the new French Army Act w^as only the 
consequence of German measures, and declaring 
that though they were im favour of a defensive 
national militia, thej^’ would grant nothing for the 
class army of militarism ; ' Not a single uniform 
button.’ What they did in the Reichstag was to 
vote against the Army Increase Bili, but for the 
Finance Bill which provided the money for it. 
They were rather apologetic at the annual meeting 
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that year, which was their jubilee, but maintained 
that they had done what the\- could — bad not 
Comrade Noske made a speech of four and a half 
hours ? — and hirAed that if more support v;ere 
fortbfoming from the rank and fde, they could do 
more. However, the fact remains that after 
swearing they would never consent to provide 
a ' single button, they consented to provide 
everything. 

The turn ol^the Austrian Socialists came with tlie 
approach of %var in 1914. What did they do ? On 
the eve of war they issued a pamphlet, in which they 
repudiated all responsibility for war, and arg-ued 
that there was not sufficient reason for it. but rather 
defended the Austrian ultimatum to Serbia, and 
hinted that the way to avoid war was for Serbia 
to comply. That was how Dr. Adler’s boast at 
Stuttgart was fulfilled. Three days later (aStfa 
July), the German Socialists issued a manifesto 
which took quite a different line and may be com- 
mended to the attention of the industrious wiiite- 
washers of Germany and Austria. 


' While we condemn the intrigues of Pan- 
Serbian nationalism, the frivol* >115 provocation 
to war by the Austro-Hungarian Government 
calls for our most* energetic protests. The 
demands of this Government have a brutalitv 
unprecedented in the history of the world as 
addressed to an independent nation and can i e 
intended only to provoke war. The conscious 
proletariat of Germany, in the name of humanity 
and civilisation, raises an impassioned protest 
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against the criminal intrigues of the war-mongers. 
It imperatively demands of the German Govern- 
ment to use its influence on the Austrian Govern- 
ment for the maintenance of peace, and if the 
horror of war cannot be prevented, that it- will 
have nothing to do with the conflict.’ 

Two daj^s earlier the Vorwcirts had denounced the 
Austrian Government and added : 


* There is not the least doubt that the (German) 
Chancellor has promised his support to Count 
Berchtold. The game played at Berlin is as 
dangerous as that played at Vierma/ 


Meantime, the International Bureau had called 
a special anti-war meeting which was held in Brus- 
sels on July 29th, and was attended by representa- 
tives of Germany, Austria, France, England, Italy, 
Belgium, Switzerland and others. It was decided, 
on the motion of the German delegates, to advance 
the date of the next full Congress, which w^as to have 
been held in Vienna on August 23rd, and to hold it 
instead in Paris on August 9th, and meantime it 
was the duty of the proletarians of all the countries 
concerned to intensify their demonstration against 
war and in favour of referring the Austro-Serbian 
dispute to arbitration. Those of Germany and 
France were to put more pressure than ever upon 
their respective Governments? the one to exercise 
a moderating influence on Austria, the other to 
induce Russia to keep out of the conflict. Haase, 
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for Germans^ made a particularly interesting 3]':j'jch. 
He said : 

" Austria has lor five and twenty years aimed 
at Jhe economic strangulation of Serbia. The 
ultimatum was therefore in reality a regular 
provoca.tion to a wslt willed ^nd desired. Tlie 
reply of Serbia was, as we ail knew, cempesed 
in such a spirit of moderation that if there had 
been any goc^d faith on the Austrian side, peace 
must have been ensured. Austria willed the 
war . . . Austria appears to count on Gennany ; 
but the German Socialists declare that secret 
treaties do not bind the proletariat. The 
German proletariat s^y that Germany must not 
intervene even if Russia does. The G^;rman 
bourgeoisie maintain, on the ccntraiy, that 
Germany must intervene with the eqiuiily logical 
and obvdous consequences that the French 
bourgeoisie think France must intervene against 
Germany. The French proletariat think as 
we do.' 

Adler, for Austria, fremkly admitted the inability 
of the Austrian Socialists to check the belhcoSL- 
movement in their countr\% which drew upon him 
the rebukes of the German delegates. 

Jaures declared that the French Socialists had 
no need to urge a pacific policy on their Government, 
which was already practising it. 


' I have earned fee right to say that at this 
moment the French Government desires peace. 
It is the greatest alK' for peace of tliat admirable 
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English Government, which has taken the 
initiative in conciliation, and it is giving Russia 
counsels of prudence and patience/ 

JIuch more was said in favour of peace, but nothing 
whatever done or attempted. A proposal was 
indeed made on behalf of the French trade unions 
for common action with the Germans, but without 
effect. This happened at the Belgian trade union 
congress on July 25, at which Joub.aux, the head 
of the French General Confederation, ,and Legien, 
general secretary of the German social-democratic 
unions, were present as guests. Jouhaux asked 
Legien, in the presence of Belgian and French trade 
union leaders : 

'' VTiat are you thinking of doing to avoid the 
coming war ? Do you intend to make a move ? 
We are ready on our side, to march at your call, 
or to march at the same time as you."' 

Legien was silent. It is impossible to acquit the 
Germans of double dealing. On ist August there 
arrived in Paris an envoj^ from the Executive 
Committee of the German Socialist Party, named 
Muller, nominally for information with a view to 
mutual action, particularly in regard to the war . 
credits. He declared positively that the German 
Socialists would not vote for the credits ; he regarded 
that as out of the question. There were only t’wo 
opinions among them as to their course of action ; 
(i) to vote against the credits, (2) to abstain. He 
said the majority \vere for the former, but if the 
advocates of abstention prevailed, it W'Ould be to 
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preserve unity of action with the French Socialists, 
which was the great object. The obvi:-.us inrvi-iion 
was to induce the French Socialists nor to say port 
their Government ’in resisting attack, in rh^v tohof 
that i^e German comrades w*.=:;id d-.) the saino. 

WTiat happened? WIdle ihis \’erv c-. nh-ronce 
was proceeding, Germany d^-crir’d war on ioassia, 
although ’‘Austria had acc^picd die p-rinc:: le of 
mediation. The next day und A-.ig'.:st» Pl^/rrnan 
troops inyadedjkuxembourg and cn.;ssed Ih'i nch 
frontier without declaring war ; on 3rd .Vucms: 
Germany declared war on France ; on 4th 
Belgium was attacked, and the Sione day ih- 
German Socialists voted ii:c war crL-Ja'is :\i the 
Reichstag like one man. As T:r the proFrariet, we 
have the description of their ddiri-;.as jnidlaii--.n 
by Dr. Poutsma, the South African S‘.Khal:st, 
among other eye-witnesses. Once more rang out 
on eveiy^ hurd\'-gurdy and in everv heart Deursch- 
land iiber AUes/ on every hill-top blazed the 
sacrificial fires of patriotic enthusiasm. 

So the second International went up in smoke 
after twenty-five years of existence, Nhj do-ul'jt 
its promoters meant v/ell in regard to war, l-ut the 
more sincere they were, the more they d^-cd ved 
themselves by repeating phrases such as the 
' solidarity of the class-conscious proletariat.' 
At the touch of realit}^ the prolcltinat and the 
Socialists alike forgot all about class and tvere 
conscious only of their country. Thu thing was 
an imposing make-believe. There ^vas never much 
proletariat in it, ai>fi precious little solidarity. 
As a British delegate once pui ir, they brougiii up 
the heaviest artillery loaded with ap^ le dumplings. 
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It was a debating society of theorists who could 
never agree when they approached any practical 
question and who for the most part did not belong 
to the class they professed to lepresent. Sir W. 
Gilbert created no more whimsical piece of ^.opsy- 
turvydom than the solidarity of class-conscious 
proletarianism exhibited by a compan}^ of lawyers, 
doctors, authors, journalists, professors, civil 
servants, teachers, capitalists and employers shout- 
ing out rival theories in a babel pf tongues and 
striving to assert the claims of their q>vn country. 



Chapter VTJ 
MARX AXD }IARXISM 


I HAVE said txat the whole of ihe Sjccnd historical 
phase of Socialism was dominated by ilarx. in 
conrrast; to the hrsi phase, in wliich single 
dominant influence can be named. It is true that 
at the beginning of the period with which we have 
been dealing counter-influences within :ncvem;.;nt 
strove with his, emanating from men of his oum 
generation who had gone ihrou^ the same lUi^ntal 
mill — Lassafle on the one hand and Ihikunin on the 
other — and it is true that towards the end of the 
period, these influences asserted theinseivos again 
in spirit though in di:ierc.tr:t ionns, Bakuriiri }>eing 
represented 'oy Syr^dicalisni and Lassalle by what 
we nia\- caii ' Fabianism. But, nvverflieloss, the 
broad fact remains that hlarxism was ihe dc-minant 
creed throughout, and so much so that even t]:e 
counter influences drew someiliing from it. There 
is no question that riie ouisiaiulhig name in 
Socialism, over-topping all ethers, is that of hlarx. 

This dominance is a remarkable fact, not easy 
of explanation. The erdiuary explanation, assuined 
or expressed, that kiarx was a gr^-at originai thinkt;r, 
has been found unicmalvlc', and the more it is e-x:ain- 
ined the less tenable it is found to be. Whatever 
the cause of his ascendancy may be ii does not 
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lie in originality. That claim rests on ignorance 
of his predecessors. Indeed, few men, prominent 
in the histor\" of Socialism, have so little title to 
originality; the claim is no longer made on his 
behalf by any weU-informed student of the si^bject 
and is merely repeated to enhance his authority 
with the uneducated. It will be sufficient at this 
point to call one witness, Dr. Hamm3.cher, ’ of 
Berlin University, whose treatise entitled Das 
philosophiscJi — okonomische System Marxisnms 

is the most exhaustive study of Marxism yet pro- 
duced. Anyone who does not know it or has not 
made an equally close study can hardly pretend to 
be well-informed. Dr. Hammacher is a highly 
sympathetic and most conscientious critic ; he goes 
systematically and minutely into every point in 
logical sequence, first expounding Marx's position 
with innumerable quotations from all his writings 
and then subjecting each to a critical scrutiny. 
His summary conclusion on the question of Marx's 
originality is that ' in hardly any point of his doc- 
trines was he really original,' Hammacher does 
not la}’ any great stress on the lack of originality, 
and rather takes the line that it does not matter, 
but he is obliged to note the fact although his 
survey, full as it is, does not include the writer 
from whom Marx borrow^ed more than from anyone 
else, namely Sismondi. 

It is possible to lay too much stress on priority 
and plagiarism, but Marx is a special case because 
it has been a regular practice to exalt his authority 
by giving him credit for other men's ideas and also 
because of his own attitude. If Communism is to 
extend to ideas let it be so and assign no property 
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rights to any individual. But that was not the way 
of Marx or his foliovvers. When he war.ted to 
attack Proudhon he could cite a string of 
writers in order to prove his opponent's lack - f 
origiip.lity ; but when he used the same ideas : din- 
self he put them forward as his own and said notLIr.g 
about the English writers. An ii^stance is the claim 
made by Engels in his attack on Dlihring, whici' w.i* 
authorised by Marx, that to Marx belonged the 
credit of having made the great discover}- oi surrd'js 
value whereby Socialism for the first time becuir.o 
scientific.^ But this discovert’ had been made 
long before by others and notably by William 
Thompson and Sismondi, both of whom l\Ir.u-x hLid 
read. Marxian writers themselves have laid much 
stress on priority and at one time carried on a gruar 
dispute about the respective claims of Ishn'x and 
Rodbertus, of which Anton Menger drily remarks 
that it would never have arisen if both l:ad not 
refrained with equal care from confiding the sources 
of their views to the public.* 

Marx was, in truth, a great plagiarist, and his 
immense vogue can with much more reason be 
attributed to that character than to an ongmani^c 
he did not possess. What he did was to put orner 
men's ideas together and make a connecte^:i wiiole 
of them. Professor Masaiy^k’s remark tiiat liC only 
formulated what was, so to speak, hanging in the 
air, does not quite fit the case. That has sometimes 
been done in the historj' of thought at the right 
moment with immense effect. But the ideas tiiat 

1 Later, after Marxes death, he aliowed that there bad Veen 
cessors, but the old claim was ailowod to stana. 

s Thi Ri^ht io the Whole Produce oj Labour, p. S.;. 

Mm 
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Marx formulated were not hanging in the air ; the}^ 
had been formulated in definite terms by predecessors 
and in some cases much more clearly and eloquently 
than by jJarx himself ; they wer^'the defined views 
of schools of thought. What he did was not to 
give form and expression to vague notions floating 
about in men’s minds, but to take a number of 
quite definite thoughts alreadj^ expressed, some in 
Germany, some in France, and some in England, 
and work them into a unified system as a weaver 
takes so many separate threads and yreaves them 
into a piece of cloth. 

To do this required extraordinary intellectual 
powers, and these he brought to bear. He had an 
exceptional equipment of academic knowledge and 
an exceptional capacity for reasoning things out. 
His was a pre-eminently systematic mind, as some 
one has said. That w’as the German in him, for 
the Germans are distinguished by an exceptional 
capacity for assimilation and methodical applica- 
tion, far more than by inventiveness. But there 
was something more in Marx, which he owed to the 
Jewish side of his character ; and that was an ardent 
temperament inclined to revolt against the whole 
order of Western civilisation. It is no mere coin- 
cidence that among all the Hegelian disciples of 
that generation Jews should have been foremost in 
interpreting Hegel’s philosophy in the revolutionary 
or, at least, extreme radical sense. 

Now the secret of Marx’s influence seems to lie 
in this combination of academic accomplishment 
with revolutionary ardour. '*The one imposes on 
certain minds, the other appeals to certain tempera- 
ments; and the two may very well go together. 
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It v/as Marx's superior academic knov/iedge that 
impressecL Engels, v.-ho had noi had the same educa- 
tion, and it accounts for his Boswellian dc\-ctiv;n. 
Lassalle, ^ho ha^i the same equipaumt as Marx 
and »t lea.31 as much ability, was not so imj/rossecL 
It is the parade of learning ir^ Das Kapiuil that 
nnpresses the Labour Colleges to-da\-, but leaves 
the Fabians cold. Tlie Principal of the London 
Labour College once drew my attention admiringlv 
to the sixteen ^ages of names quoted at thu end of 
the English .translation of Fol. I of Das Kapital. 
I had noticed them before and also — what" had 
apparently escaped him — that the list is ir).erc parade, 
because no references to their use in the book are 
given. The effect of academic learning is enhcinced 
in Marx’s case by the very obscurity of Inis style 
on the Lucretian principle : 


Onvnia enirn siolidi nia^is adniirantnr amanique 
Inversis qtic3 sub verbis latitantia cernunt, 

w'hich ma}’' be translated : 


For fools the more admire and praise 
When meaning’s hid in twisted phrase. 

But it is not to the ’intellectual quality of his 
work that Jvlarx owes his vitality, because it has 
been subject to prolonged and minute scrutiny, 
which has graduaU}’ sapped it away. This 
criticism has come fi‘bm Socialists as well as non- 
Socialists and it has been quite impersonal, as 
Sombart, a most friendly critic, has said : 



1 % 


SOCIALIST MOVEMENT 


' Here and there a stone was removed from the 
edifice of the Marxian system ; a whole army of 
moles, hailing from the Socialist as weU as from 
the bourgeois camp, endangered the foundations 
on ’which it stood, until at last the whole structure 
collapsed as silently as the Campanile in Venice/ 

And yet Marx seems as much alive as fever ; his 
is still the name to conjure with. How is 
this ? The explanation lies in the second of the 
qualities mentioned above — his revolutionary 
ardour. The live Marx is not the Akademiker, 
but the revolutionary ; not the laborious author 
of the longest, most involved and most, inconsistent 
argument ever put on paper, but^the composer of 
the Communist Manifesto, the class "wax formula. 
WTienever the revolutionary ferment rises up, the 
Communist Manifesto and Marx are resuscitated 
with it. He does not keep revolution going; it 
keeps him going because he gave it a good resounding 
battle-cry, which still comes in handy. And that 
is why the defence of Marx, whether it be against 
the charge of plagiarism or of inconsistency or of 
fallacy and false prediction, always ends on the 
same note. After all, it doesn't matter ; he preached 
the class war. 

In one way it does not matter, but in another it 
does, because the revolutionary agitator and the 
academic theorist were two sides of the same man, 
and because support for the former is drawn from 
the latter. Proletarians of all lands are still urged 
to unite and throw off their Chains on the strength 
of the economic arguments evolved by Marx to 
justify the class war. It is, therefore, necessary 
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to understand the doctrine, ai least in its main 
features. 

The great claim made for Marxism is that it is 
'scientific' in coiHrast to all other forms of Social- 
ism.^ What does this preciseh- mean ? Science, 
as commonly understood, is a particular kind of 
knowledge, more exact than *otiicr kinds. It is 
more exict because it deals things and forces 
which can be accurately count!;:d. weighed, ineasurvrd, 
or otherwise gauged, and its pc:culiar authority, 
which lias for about 100 years or rather more o\’'er- 
ridden ail others, rests on this superior exactn-ess. 
When ' science sa\*s ' this, that or the other, the 
dictum is accepted as final, no matter what may 
be said to the contrary — accepted, that is to say, 
until science itself says something different, which 
very often happens, because to err is liumait, as 
someone has truly remarked, and men of science 
are, after ail, only human. Thcw are liable to 
make mistakes through fault}" or incompIc*te obser- 
vation and still mure through hasty gerieralisation 
from inadequate data. That, howe^'er, is acci- 
dental ; it only means that there are degrees of 
scientific accuracy and does not affect the essential 
character and function of science, which is the 
attainment of exaxt knowledge b}’ ir.e mean? 
indicated. 

Now it is obvious tliat the term ' scientific ' in 
this sense cannot be directl}’ applit-d to any move- 
ment, cause, policy, action or practical effort, 'Siich 
as Socialism is, if it is anything more than abstract 
theory. That is what Sombart meant wineii he 
called scientific Socialism a ' contradiction in i . rms.' 
No action or movement can be invested with the 
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attributes of knowledge ; the two are on different 
planes. All that can be said of any practical effort 
is that it is in accordance with science or based on 
scientific principles or something of that kind ; 
and this is no doubt what is meant by sciejitific 
Socialism. It is a short way of saying Socialism 
in accordance with? science or on scientific lines. 

There is no harm in this usage provided that it 
is understood ; the same form of expression is 
commonly applied to other things. But the exact- 
ness of knowledge implied by the^ word science 
remains, and the validity of the claim to superiority 
depends upon it. Are the underlying principles 
of Marxism really scientific ? Before answering 
this question it should be noted that the German 
word for science — Wissenschaft — ^has a much broader 
meaning; it includes other and less exact forms 
of knowledge than science proper. But it is clear 
from several passages that what Marx, and Engels 
too, had in mind in claiming a scientific character 
for their system was the narrower and more precise 
meaning of the word, which carries with it all the 
authority and claim to certainty of physical science. 

In the passage, at the end of Volume I of Das 
Kapital, summing up his argument and foretelling 
the economic revolution he uses the expression 
‘ with the inevitability of a law of Nature/ which 
leaves no doubt whatever"' on the subject. What 
we caU a law' of Nature is the expression of a general 
relation of cause and effect induced from the exact 
observation of physical phenomena. If such a 
law is valid — ^if the observati^s are accurate and 
sufficient, and the reasoning sound — ^then it not 
only explains w^^hat actually happens or has happened 
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but enables us to predict what will hcppen in given 
conditions. This power alone gives it utility and 
at the same time affords a test of its validity. For 
instance, the laws vf astronom}' enable an astronomer 
to p^dict the movements of hea\*enly bodies and 
we regulate our affairs accordingha The laws 01 
chemistry tell us what will iiL5<ppen when certmn 
conditions are present or certain things are done. 
If the prediction fails there is sontetiiiirg wrong 
with the law ; cither the observations ar-j inaccurate 
or the ' reasoning unsound, or both. ]\larxiau 
Socialism, by its claim to scientific certainty, 
challenges the same test of experience. 

What then, arc the scientific laws formulated 
by Marx ? 

They are : (i) the law of social evolution in 

general, commonly knoven as the mat=.-ri::iiisr con- 
ception of iiistor\' (an expression used b}’ Engels 
to" describe the Marxian theon/) ; (2) the laws of 
capitalist economy (the capitalist system), which 
are a particular application of (i). 

The first is by *far the most important, but it 
occupies very little space in the wnciiigs 01 
which are mainly occupied with (2). The nvist 
complete statement cd it that he has i.ett,. apart 
from the Communist j-Ianiiesto. occurs in tne pro: ace 
to his Criticism of Poliiicai Economy 


IS as I' 


oliows 


‘ The industrial organisation of society brings 
men into certain necessary, mvoiuniary relations 
— ^industrial relations — ^winch correspond to a 
given stage of development of their powers oi 
material production. The sum of these maustnal 
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relations forms the economic structure of society, 
the real basis on which a political and legal super- 
structure is raised and to which certain forms 
of consciousness correspond. ^The method of 
production for material needs determinesp the 
social, political and intellectual mode of living 
in general. It ib not the consciousness of men 
that determines their existence, but the other 
way round ; it is their social existence that deter- 
mines their consciousness. At a^ certain stage 
of development the material productive forces 
of society come into conflict with the existing 
relations of production or — ^to express it in juristic 
terms — ^with the property relations within which 
they have hitherto operated. These relations 
are changed from development forms of the 
productive forces into fetters on them. Then 
a period of social revolution sets in. The altera- 
tion of the economic foundation causes the whole 
immense superstructure (the legal and political 
institutions that go with the corresponding forms 
of social consciousness) to topple over more or 
less slowdy or quickly. In considering such 
changes, the material transformation of the 
economic conditions of production, which can 
be determined with the precision of natural science, 
should always be distinguished from the legal, 
political, religious, aesthetic or philosophic — in 
short, ideological — ^forms in which men become 
conscious of the conflict and fight it out. One 
social order never disappears until all the pro- 
ductive forces of which it is c^^able are developed ; 
and a new and higher system never takes its 
place before the material conditions necessary 
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to its existence are bred within the frame of the 
old societ}- itself. . . . The bourgeois system 
is the last antagonistic form of social production ; 
but the produfctive forces developing vdthin the 
biurgeois order themselves create at the same 
time the material conditions for resolving this 
antagonism. This social order, therefore, brings 
‘to a ctose the previous history of human society.' 

This, passage is given because it is Marx's oym 
(except the, italics), and it contains all the essential 
points in his law of social evolution ; but it is a 
condensed statement, rather ciumsil}/ worded, and 
anj^thing but clear. A much fuller explanation 
is given bj" Engels in his controversial essay against 
Diihring (1S77), an able academic Socialist of the 
older ' Utopian ' order, who had severely criticised 
the Marxian doctrines ; but it is too long to quote. 
A shorter statement by Engels, written in 18S3 
as a preface to a new edition of the Communist 
Manifesto, puts the main ideas verj- clearly, and has 
a particular interest because of its connection with 
the ^Manifesto. It is as follows : 

*' The pervading and basic thought of the 
Manifesto is that in every historical epoch the 
prevailing mode of economic production and 
exchange, and the social organisation necessarily 
following upon it, form the basis upon wliich is 
built up and by which alone can be explained the 
political and intellectual histor3/ of that epoch ; 
that consequently the whole history^ of mankind 
(since the dissolution of primitive tribal society^ 
holding land in common ownership) has been a 
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history of class struggles, contests between 
exploiting and exploited, ruling and oppressed 
classes ; but that this struggle has nowadays 
reached a stage of developmeat in which the 
exploited and oppressed — the proletariat-T-can- 
not attain their emancipation from the sway of the 
exploiting and ruling — ^the bourgeoisie — ^without 
, at the same time and once for all emaricipating 
society at large from all exploitation, oppression, 
class distinctions and class struggles/ ^ 

This is, in brief, the burthen of the Communist 
Manifesto, which, as Sombart remarks, contains 
all the vital elements in the Marxian doctrine; 
and Engels says that the credit for it belonged 
exclusively to Marx. We may put it in a series 
of short propositions: 

History is a process of social evolution in 
stages. 

Each stage has its own material conditions, 
which ultimately determine the whole order of 
society for that stage, and its own economic 
system appropriate to those conditions. 

The economic system or mode of production 
entails the division of society into classes, which 
are in antagonism or develop antagonism, through 
being in the position of dominant and dominated, 
or exploiting and exploited. 

The passing of society from each stage to the 
next, which constitutes progress, is effected by 
means of this class antagonism, which gradually 
swells until it bursts the existing order, and 

^ Version issued by the Socialist Labour Party, 1900. ; ' 
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ushers in a new one. This happens ^vhen the 
material conditions are ripe for the formation oi 
the new order. 

The present! class antagonism is between the 
bourgeoisie and the proletariat. It ■'.vili be the 
last. Wlien it is resolved by the break-up of the 
existing order and the fli'oletariat becomes 
domhmnt instead of dominated there will be 
only one class and no more antagonism. There- 
fore, proletarians of all lands, imite to achieve 
this consummation ! 

These are the essential elements of the jlarxian 
doctrine in a nut-shell ; the rest is subsidiJiry. 
As Bernstein, one of the leading German Socialists, 
puts it in his Vorausseiz^ftigoi dcs Sozialisinns 
(premises or prolegomena of Socialism), “No one 
wiU deny that the weightiest element in the founda- 
tion of Marxism is his special tlieoiy of history, 
which bears the name of materialist conception of 
history.' 

It will be seen that the doctrine is not merely an 
assertion of the influence exercistjd by material 
conditions in determining men's character and 
activities, which had been put fonvard by many 
earlier writers ; it is presented as a piiiloso>pliy of 
history, the assertion of a general principle which 
explains the past and ish guide to the future. Tiiat 
is what makes it scientific, as already explained. 
The principle is the law of social evolution by means 
of an internal antagonism, which takes the fonn^ of 
the class w^ar ; andr this is indeed the distincti\’e 
thing in Marxism. Being a natural law, it works 
as a necessary inevitable process. 
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But before going any farther, we may ask : 
what happens when we get to the final term and 
there is no more antagonism ? If there is no more 
antagonism, there can be no more evolution, 
according to the theory ; but why shouldi the 
principle which is responsible for past evolution 
fail aU of a sudden and cease to operate ? If the 
answer is that with the abolition of priva'te owner- 
ship, and the relations consequent upon it, there 
will no longer be any cause for cla^s antagonism, 
then we may ask why primitive society, in w’^hich 
that state of things already existed (see the quota- 
tion from Engels above), why or how did it ever 
change ? Either class antagonisms were engendered 
in spite of communal ownership, in which case they 
may — and with much more reason — ^be engendered 
again, or else social evolution depends on some other 
principle. The dilemma is obvious ; there is some- 
thing wrong with the theory as it- stands ; -the 
beginning and the end do not agree. 

Marx never attempted to prove his theory by a 
detailed examination of history, showing how it 
worked in fact. The Communist Manifesto begins 
vrith the statement : ' The history of all hitherto 

existing society ' — ^primitive communism excepted 
in a note — 'is the history of class struggles.’ 
Then it goes on to mention in the briefest terms 
some classes in the Middle Ages and in ancient 
Rome without even suggesting how they worked, 
and., comes at once to modem bourgeois society 
which is the issue of the class antagonism generated 
in the preceding feudal period?^ Bourgeois society 
has m turn generated a fresh antagonism, which 
will destroy it, as it destroyed the feudal order ; 
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this antagonism is between bourgeoisie and 
proletariat. We therefore get these two class 
struggles, and only these two, definitely presented — 
as actual examples of the process — bourgeoisie 
V. nubility in the feudal period — ^proletariat v. 
bourgeoisie in the present. Now, historians usually 
place the beginning of feudaism in the teniii 
cerftury, 'and according to Marx the bourgeois 
reign which succeeded it dates only from tlie 
eighteenth c^tury. He says (1S47) : ‘ The 

bourgeoisie, during its rule of scarce one hundred 
years . . . ' We therefore get our civilisation 
divided into two epochs : (i) the feudal, which 
lasted eight hundred years before it was compieiely 
overthrown ; (2} the bourgeois, which was about 
to be completely overthrown after one hundred 
years, and is stiU about to be overthro\m after 
another eighty. 

This reading of history is hardly satisfactorj’ or 
suflSlcient to fill the bill ; it is, indeed, exceeding!}" 
meagre and superficial. But it is all we get 10 
sustain the class war theory ; for though other 
classes are mentioned in other vTitings of Marx, 
their working is not shown. The extreme poverty 
of the evidence suggests that Marx did not arrive 
at his theory by a study of the facts, but started 
with the theory and then found, or tried to find, 
facts to fit it. And Ithat is what he actually 
did. 

The materialist conception of history is a com- 
bination of ideas . derived from (i) German 
philosophy, and (2«r French Socialism. The first 
provided the form, the second the content, and 
Marx started with the first. He began, we may 
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remember, with the study of philosophy’, and par- 
ticularly the philosophy of Hegel, who formulated 
a general theory^ of evolution as a continuous pro- 
cess of advance through the principle of antagonism 
or contradiction. It w’as the key to allr his 
philosophy and is called his dialectic. This is one 
of the commonplaces, not only of philosophy, but 
of Marxian literature, in which it has been Explained 
a hundred times. Dialectic is only another term 
for logic, which is the process of r^soning ; and 
it simply’ means that advance from one notion to 
another is effected by a contradiction of the first. 
Every’ notion has, in itself, its opposite or its nega- 
tion — every positive implies a negative — and from 
this clash a new notion arises. Marx started with 
this fonnula, but whereas Hegel conceived it in 
the region of abstract thought, Marx applied it to 
material things, to the w’orld of reality, under the 
influence of Feuerbach, a minor German philosopher 
famous for his atheistic views ; and about the time 
that this conversion took place, 1842-44, he also 
became acquainted with French Socialism, which 
gave him the idea of the class struggle to fiU his 
dialectical formula. The ruling class, which is the 
positive, implies or carries within itself its own 
negative, and from this clash a new ruling class 
and a new social order arise. The present ruling 
class is the bourgeoisie and its opposite is the 
proletariat ; the latter must, by virtue of the law, 
inevitabty overthrow the former and form a new 
order. 

Such are the meaning and origin of the materialist 
conception of histoi^q which is both the basis and 
the central pillar of scientific Socialism 
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I have said that Marx got the idea of the two 
classes from French Socialists, and I will go into 
that a little more fuUy. It is worth while, because 
no account exists'sof the origin and meaning of tiie 
word€ ' bourgeoisie ' and ' proletariat/ which play 
so large a part in Socialist propaganda. They are 
both French terms, which have r?o proper equivalent 
in ^other"* languages, and are therefore generaUy 
transferred as they stand. Marx himself used the 
word ' bourge^iisie,' and when he used a German 
equivalent for ' bourgeois ' — ' buvgcfUch ' — he put 
it, before it became common, in inverted commas, 
to show that it had a technical moaning. It is, 
in truth, an artificial term, which explains why it 
had no equivalent in ordinary usage in English 
and German, although the root is the same in all 
three languages ; namely botf-rg in French, burg 
in German, and ' burgh ' or ‘ borough ' in English, 
meaning simply 'town.' Properly 'bourgeois/ as 
a substantive, means a townsman or citizen, and 
the equivalents are burger and ' burgher,' or ' bur- 
gess,' which are honourable terms. 

But in France the word acquired a peculiar 
significance, and became a term of contempt mainly 
through the comiedies of Moiiere in the seventeenth 
century. He held up the townsman to ridicule, 
in contrast to the nobleman or gentleman, not 
because of his social standing, but becanse of his 
manners and ignorance ; he represented a type 
of character rather than an economic class, though 
the tw^o were generally associated. Hence the 
use of the w-ord as€in epithet. And tliis meaning 
still clung to it when tKe Revolution dcstrcj'ed the 
privileges of nobility-'and clerg3'% and put power into 
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the hands of tradesmen, who were regarded as 
common, vulgar fellows. They themselves avoided 
the term ‘ bourgeois ' for that reason, and used 
' citizen ' {citoyen), : 

‘ Proletariat ' was still more artificial. It^is a 
Latin word that came up in the Revolution, when 
the fashion was to introduce Latin words and names. 
It was used by Robespierre in the sitting of the 
National Convention of June 17th, 1793, when he 
opposed a proposal to exempt the j)oor from all 
taxation ; he said that this would create a class of 
proletarians or helots. He was then using the word 
in its proper sense. It was a term of contempt 
applied in ancient Rome to the lowest class of 
citizens who lived on the State and did nothing for 
it except produce children (j>rQles). But as used 
by Socialists it came to mean almost exactly the 
opposite, as shown in the quotation from Sismondi 
in Chapter I, p. 8. The new proletary was still 
the lowest class, but instead of its living on the rest 
of the community, as in ancient Rome, the com- 
munity was regarded as living upon it, ' on that 
share of the remuneration of its labour which is 
deducted from it ' — other%vise the ‘ surplus value 
of labour.' 

A precise meaning was first given to the tw’'0 
words and the class division formulated by Pierre 
Leroux and Jean Rejmaud in 183:2, in an article 
written on the occasion of a riot which took place 
at the funeral of General Lamarque. This is what 
they wrote : 

' I say that the people are composed of two 

classes, distinct by condition and by interest/ 
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Compare this in passing with the Communist 
Manifesto v/ritten fifteen years later ; 

" Society is nlore and more splitting up into 
twd great hostile camps, into tvvO great classes 
directly facing each other — bourgeoisie and pro- 
letariat.' 

The Frenchmen, who were Saint-Simonian 
Socialists, continue : 

' I call proletarians the men who produce all 
the w-ealth of the nation, but who possess only 
the daily w-age of their labour and whose labour 
depends on causes outside themselves ; who 
drav; each day but a small portion of the fruit 
of their toil and are constantty reduced b\’ com- 
petition ; for whom every to-morrow depends 
on no more stable hope than the uncertain and 
irregular mo^'emcnt of industry* ; and who see 
no security for their old age but a hospital bed 
or premature death. ‘ 


One of the most surprising claims made on behalf 
of Marx is the iiit.;nse sympathy with tlie poor 
revealed in his writir.gs. Can any passage be quoted 
from him so simple, so cyncise, and yet so eloquent, 
as the foi*egoing ? W-.t it can be matched by many 
from other writers of tlie pre-ilarxian period. It 
would, indeed, be difficult to find one not suprrior 
in this respect to iiarx, who professedly abjured 
the moral appeal. ^sYliat his eulogists have mis- 
taken for sympathy with the poor is hatred of tlie 

^ Lctc'i:x, fJiitit.'s X, p. 558. 

Nm 
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rich, which runs through all his writings. The tirade 
against the bourgeoisie, which occupies so much 
space in the Communist Manifesto, is a hymn of 
hate. There is a snarl in every p?ige. 

To return to our French authors, they proceed 
to enumerate the proletarians — town and country 
labourers — and they conclude ' in short, ^ twenty- 
two millions of persons uneducated, neglected, 
wretched, reduced to sustain life on twelve far- 
things a day.' They evidently had in mmd the 
rising of the Lyons weavers in the previous year, 
already described in Chapter II, pp. 39-40. Then 
they go on to define the bourgeoisie as the men to 
whose fortune that of the proletariat is subject 
and bound, who possess capital and live on the 
annual return yielded by it, who hold industry in 
their pay and raise or lower it according to their 
sales . . , m short the proprietors, from the 
richest to the poorest ; the manufacturers and feudal 
lords of industry.^ 

This view of society, which gave precision to 
previous vague ideas, just suited Marx's interpret- 
ation of history and also his revolutionary leanings, 
developed about the same time. He ..was to some 
extent acquainted with French Socialism before 
he went to Paris in 1843 . It had been made generally 
known in Germany by the account of Lorenz Von 
Stein published in 1842 and by a scientific congress 
held at Strasbourg the same j^ear, at which some 
French Socialists, including Leroux, were present ; 
but it was no doubt mamly in Paris that Marx 
picked up the French ideas wEich . he worked into 


^ Leroux, CEuvres I, pp. 358-60. 
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his own system, and among others the bourA'eoisie- 
proletariat formula. But it is to be notL-d that 
the French thinkers hit at once on o^^'nership as 
the crucial distiriction, whereas 'Sl^.rx oni;- arri’red 
at i? in the last volume of Das Kap::a!-, wl'icre lie 
says that ‘ the relation of the qwmers to tlio inunc- 
diate producers (labourers) is the secret, 

tlie hid3en basis of the whole social siiecunv.' 
Now ownership is in itself a legal, not an econ-Jinic, 
condition ; b^t previously in the passri:^e audited 
above he had made economic conditions ihc Ijasis of 
the legal structure ; here the position is ro\'er$ed. 
Which reaUy comes first ? 

This, however, is merely one c;f the rnanj/ 
ambiguities or inconsistencies to be found in tliO 
Marxian argument. A more important diLvi'once 
between his reading of the class d:visi..n ir.ivl 
original is that the latter was much less rdoscli'.ie ; 
it did not represent society as compleiely split in 
two. Leroux recognised that there were inier- 
mediate and mixed classes — greys as Vv'cll as bhu'iks 
and whites. Still less did he regard the clashes as 
separated by an absolute antagonism : ho di>l nor 
put them in hostile camps, as Mar.x did. On tiie 
contrar}?- he maintained that though, tlieir \do\vs 
and interests were separate they were not coniTa- 
dictory and that ' the, progress that iiad become 
necessary to preser\"e society covd/l he acr.ioved 
othervdse than by civil war.' He urged co-t oper- 
ation in the exercise of power and regulaiioh by 
commoii accord, and deprecated line class war. 
The appeal to class'^war which is still to-day the net 
outcome of all 'Marx's theories, vras ?iiarx''s own. 
and he is entitled to the credit of luiving preached 
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the most poisonous doctrine ever poured into the 
ears of men — a doctrine involving the deliberate 
cultivation of hatred and universal strife. ' Just as 
he gave Hegel’s dialectic a materialistic turn so he 
gave Leroux’s class division a revolutionary 

Before leaving the ’"materialist conception of 
history I wiU brieffy refer to the opinion of the 
most eminent thinker who has studied it. '^I 
mean Benedetto Croce, the distinguished Italian 
philosopher. He recognises the vah.ae of Marx’s 
insistence on the part played by economic conditions 
in history, previously neglected, but holds that his 
theory is not and cannot be a new philosophy of 
history ; it is only a ‘ canon of historical inter- 
pretation ’ — ^that is, a rule or generalisation which 
explains some things. Of the class war theory he 
says that ' history is a class-war (i) when there are 
classes ; (3) when they have antagonistic interests ; 
(3) when they are aware of this antagonism ; which 
would give us, in the main, the somewhat humorous 
equivalence that history is a class war only when it 
is a class war.’^ He points out that classes do not 
always have antagonistic interests and are very 
often unconscious of them, of which Socialists 
supply a proof by their efforts to arouse this con- 
sciousness. That is undeniable. Class-conscious- 
ness, which they have been,, busily arousing for the 
last sixty years, is only a euphemism for strife. 
Their efforts have been directed to exciting 
animosity where it did not exist, with the highest 
motives of course. 

To pass on to the laws of Capitalist economj^, 
which form the second part of scientific Socialism 

^Benedetto Croce: Historical Materialism, p. 85. 
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as stated above, I said that thej^ were an applica- 
tion of the general of e\'oluticn we have been 
discussing ; by which I meant that they explain the 
operation of tha^j law by revealing the processes of 
bourgeois economy, which must lead to its over- 
throw. They furnish a detailed proof of the sound- 
ness of the conclusion alrei^cly formulated and 
justify tile class war. That, at least, is the inten- 
tion ; and here again we see Marx’s method of 
reasoning. He started with, a pliilosophical formula, 
went on to fit into it first the historical facts, and 
then backed this up with economic laws in keeping. 
So we get a connected whole, a complete system. 

The economic part was no more original than 
the philosophic and historical. The leading ideas 
were derived from Sismondi and from English 
writers ; what LIa.rx did was to elaborate them 
arid adapt them to his main thesis. V/hen Engels 
claimed for- Marx the epoch-making discovery of 
surplus value, he probabh' did so in ignorance, for 
he never studied economic literature as ilarx did. 
But there is no longer any excuse for this error 
and for other claims equally unfounded. 

The economic theories of Marx have attracted 
far more attention than the rest of his system, 
probably because they form a contribution — a 
disturbing contribution — to the general theory of 
economics. They are ‘ often presented to students 
as a complete system in themselves — and the only 
true one ; but they do not pretend to be a general 
theor}’ of economics. In the preface to the first 
edition of Das lyipital Marx says that *’ W'hat I 
have to investigate in this work is the Capitalist 
mode of production and the relations entailed by 
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it ' : and the opening sentence limits the inquiry 
to wealth as it appears in Capitalist societies, 
namely as a huge collection of market wares, the 
nature, origin and behaviour of v^hich he proceeds 
to anatyse. It is a limited inquiry quite obviously 
intended to serve a particular purpose ; but it 
necessarily involved general economic questions 
in a way calculated to arouse controversyr in th^i 
exceedingly controversial field. And it has done 
so. An enormous controversial literature has 
grovm up on Marxian economics/' Nothing in 
Socialism has been so much discussed both by way 
of attack and defence. It is therefore the less 
necessary to go into it here at length, though it is 
too important to be omitted altogether. 

What Marx had to prove was that the Capitalist 
method of production — ^now called Capitalism — 
contains vdthin itself the seeds of its own destruc- 
tion, according to the Hegelian law of advance by 
affirmation — ^negation — ^negation of negation. As 
he puts it himself : 

‘ The Capitalist mode of appropriation pro- 
ceeding from the Capitalist mode of production 
; — and hence Capitalist private property — ^is the 
first negation of individual private property 
; based on the owner's own labour. But Capitalist 
production begets its own negation with the 
inevitability of a law of Nature. It is the negation 
of negation,'^ 

The basis of his argument is Qie famous labour 

theory of value, to which reference has already been 

- ■ >' 

^ Das Kapitaly Vol. I, p. 691, Kautsky’s edition. 
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made in Chapter I. It was formulated, as I have 
already said, by a series of English writers ending 
with ' Ricardo/ whose treatise on political econoiny 
opens vvdtli the statement, ' The value of a com- 
modity or the quantity of anj’ other commodity 
for ■^^hich it will exchange, depends on the relative 
quantity of labour which is necessary for its pro- 
duction/^ He then quotes Adam Smith:® ' The 
real price of everything, what everything really 
costs to the man who wants to acquire it, is the toil 
and trouble of acquiring it. Labour was the first 
price — the original purchase mone}^ that was paid 
for aU things/ Before Adam Smith, John Locke, 
the English philosopher (1632-1704) had said the 
same thing in his treatises on Govemmient (1650) ; 
and before him again Thomas Hobbes (1588-1670) 
had defined wealth or plenty as ‘ those commicdlties 
that God either freely giveth or for labour seluth 
to mankind/ Between the two last-named came 
Sir W. Petty (1623-1687), to whom Marx was 
particularly indebted for the idea of simple labour 
as distinguished from technical. Feiiy, by the 
way, repeatedly uses the word ‘ hands ' for work- 
men. Still earlier, the real father of political 
econom^y and inventor of the term, Antoine de 

' David Ricardo (1772-1623’! ; Aiiglo-Dutrh — Je’^vijli f.i:r;i!y c.f 
Portuguese extraction; stockls^oker and econoir.!?: : yul •!:>;. vd Pn'n- 
cipJes cf Political Economy in 1^17; entereii ;n i:'io ; 

was the last of the * classical ’ economists according to Muix. 

“ Adam Smith (i723-f5'90! ; Professor of Lo.mlc and dat^r, of Xk.ral 
Philosophy in the University of tUasgow ; the K" 

Nations in 177G; v/as the greatest r,i the classical ecc-ncn.-fs’js — tj:o 
onlj' ones whom Marx treated with respect, presumably he 

got* the basis of his ar^ment from them. The later cnos he cal! d 
‘vulgar/ which docs not mea.n -.'alernr in the English sense, /'it 
‘ popular.* So Kuxley and Kackd might be called vulgar evoluciocisuiii 
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Montchretien, had said in his Traicte de VOeoonomie 
Politique (1615) that ‘ wealth comes from labour.' 

The idea had therefore a long pedigree and was 
quite familiar when Marx came^ upon the scene. 
More than that, as I have shown ’in Chapters and 
II, the natural inference had been drawn that 
labour — in the narrow sense of manual labour — 
was defrauded, because it created all value kut 
received in wages only a small portion of the value 
created by itself. I have mentioned Sismondi and 
Thompson in this connection as the two most 
important writers falling within the' period and 
under review ; but the same observation had 
previously been made in 1805 by Charles Hall, 
who was not an economist but a doctor, like Quesnay 
the founder of the school of Physiocrats, and like 
him deeply stirred by the poverty he witnessed, 
side by side with great wealth. Marx may not 
have read Hall, but he had certainly read both 
Sismondi and Thompson. The latter Anton Menger 
records as ' the most eminent founder of scientific 
Socialism/ and says: 


* Leaving out of account ihe mathematical 
formulae by which Marx rather obscures than 
elucidates his argument, the whole theory of 
surplus value, its conception, its name and the 
estimates of its amounts are borrowed in all 
essentials from Thompson's writings. Only 
Maix, in accordance with the aim of his work, pays 
special attention to the oneJEorm of unearned 
income (interest on capital) and fails to give 
either that jural criticism of private property in 
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instruments of production and useful commo- 
dities, which is the necessary supplement of the 
theory of surplus value, or a rigorous exposition 
of the right to <the whole produce of labour. In 
al], these respects Marx is far inferior to Thomp- 
son, so that the work of the latter may be regarded 
as the foundation-stone of Sotiahsm.'" 

I have referred to Sismondi on surplus value in 
Chapter I and wiU now quote one passage of his, 
logethef with'one from Marx for the purpose of 
comparison. ' After dealing vith agriculture, Sis- 
nondi goes on : 

' At the same time other capitalists under- 
take the direction of industry ; they secure wa.ges 
to workmen, rent to the proprietors of mills 
and machines, interest to other capitalists, who 
are content vith lending their capital vdthout 
wishing to give themselves anj^ trouble ; tiiey 
pay taxes to government ; they keep a profit 
for themselves ; they are thus the distributors 
of an annual income to four or five ciasst:s of 
persons ; but this income, whether obtained in 
the country or in tovms, is never anything but 
the surplus of the value of what labour has pro- 
duced above the advances made to Di'oduce it/> 

Thus Mars : 

t 

' Rent, interest and industrial profit are only 
difierent names difierent parts of the surplus 

^ M.-'.nger: Th& Ri^ht io ihe Whola Produce of l-xbcur, p. loi, 

^ Revue Mensiidh' ii'Iiconojfiie Poiitiqus:^ 2^35- 
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value of the commodity, or the unpaid labour 
enclosed in it, and they are equally derived from 
this source, and from this source alone/ ^ 


So much for the discovery of surplus value. But 
Sismondi supplied ^Marx with far more than that. 
His exposition of the inevitable effects of, competi- 
tion in lowering the status of labour, the creation 
of proletarians, the crushing of small capitalists 
and businesses by large ones, the concentration of 
capital, the recurrence of ' crises ' (trade depres- 
sions), under-consumption through low wages, the 
technical developments of industry and their 
unfavourable effects, the divorce of ownership and 
work, the reduction of workmen to machines with- 
out intelligence or interest in their work, the abyss 
between opulence and indigence — all these put 
forward by Sismondi are the very marrow of the 
Marxian argument. But there is a great difference. 
Sismondi described what existed at the time, but 
he did not assume that those conditions and ten- 
dencies would go on progressively getting worse 
and worse, untH the whole order broke down and 
an economic revolution took place. Marx did 
assume this ; it was essential to his case. He sums 
it up in a passage as ' the historical tendency of 
capitalist accumulation ' "at the end of Chapter 
XXIV of Das Kapital (Kautsky's edition). The 
new^. economic transformation that is coming, he 
says, in consequence of capitalist development, is 
the expropriation of the capitalist employing many 
workmen. 

» Value, Price and Profit, written in 1865, published posthumously. 
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' This expropriation fulfils itself through tlie 
play of the immanent laws of capitalist production 
itself, through the centralisation of capital. One 
capitalist alway^ strikes many dead. Hand in 
hai^d with this' centralisation or expropriation 
of many capitalists by few there develops the 
co-operative form of the labour process on an 
ever ascending scale, the purposeful technical 
application of science, the systematic exploitation 
of the earth, the transformation of the instru- 
ments’ of labBur into instruments usable only in 
common, the economising of all means of produc- 
tion b}^ their use as means of combined social 
labour, the drawing of all peoples into the net 
of the world market and therewith the inter- 
national character of the capitalist regime. With 
the constantly diminishing number of capitalist 
magnates, W'ho usurp and monopolise all the 
benefits of this transformation process, grows 
the mass of misery, oppression, ser\dtude, degra- 
dation, exploitation ; but also the revolt of the 
working class, constantly growing in number 
and schooled, united and organised by the 
mechanism of the capitalist method of production. 
The monopoly of capital becomes a fetter on the 
mode of production, which has flourished with and 
under it. The centralisation of the means of pro- 
duction and the socialisation of labour reach a 
point at which they become incompatible with 
the capitalist shell enclosing them. It is b^rst 
asunder. The knell of capitalist private property 
sounds. The expi^ppriators are expropriated.' 

This course of events, he goes on to explain, is 
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in conformity with the law of historical evolution, 
as already indicated, and inevitable, like a process 
of Nature. The outcome will be co-operation and 
common ownership of the land;: and means of pro- 
duction. The prediction, which was repeated with 
a few more details, but in almost identical terms, in 
the Erfurt Programme,^ rests on the progressive 
development of the conditions described by*^Sis- 
mondi, and since it is endowed with the certainty 
’proper to a scientific law it is subject to the same 
test of experience. Other forms of' Socialism being 
efforts or aspirations towards an ideal, are not 
disposed of by failure ; they can try again. But 
for a scientific lavr there is no escape ; it must 
answer to the test or be condemned. Has scientific 
Socialism answered to it? 

Nobody any longer pretends that the facts fully 
correspond" with Marx's forecast. What Marxians 
now say is that he was right up to a point, but did 
not foresee certain developments that have taken 
place since. That is admitted ; but, they contend, 
this makes no difference. On the whole, in spite 
of some miscalculations, his theory is perfectly 
sound. That will not do. A scientific law that is 
only partly correct is worse than useless. A bridge, 
a dam, an engine, a ship, built according to such a 
law is a danger ; similarly with a chemical reaction, 
a mathematical calculation or an astronomical 
observation. Any flaw destroys the certainty which 
is the peculiar property and the criterion of a 
scientific law — a certainty repeatedly claimed by 
Marx and Engels for his theory. 
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Without insisting, however, on this strict inter- 
pretation of " scientific,' let us examine the conten- 
tion that, on the whole, Marx was right, and that 
economic developm^ent has been and is proceeding 
in th^ direction he indicated. The features of 
industrial and commercial evolution he enumerates 
may be allowed ; but what of flie ' concentration 
of c3.pital and ' the constant^ diminishing number 
of capitalist magnates ' who alone benefit by these 
changes ? And^ what of the constantly growing 
mass of misery, oppression, etc., which is the other 
side of the concentration of capital? This is the 
point ; for if the industrial development has not 
produced those effects, then it is not moving in the 
direction foretold by Marx. And it has not pro- 
duced them. 

The concentration of capital has not gone on 
progressively, the number of magnates has not 
constantly diminished, the large capitalist has not 
eliminated the small one. On the contrarj% there 
has beto a great and growing diffusion of capital, 
the number of magnates has increased,^ and the 
small concern has not only survived but multiplied 
alike in agriculture, commerce and industr\\ The 
diffusion of capital has been effected through joint 
stock companies, savings banks, provident societies, 
building societies, and ^numerous other agencies 
which vary in different coimtries. In Lancashire, 
for instance, ninety per cent, of the spinning mill 
workers have loan or share capital, or both, i%the 
mills. In France, the banks gather up every little 
m 

^ Marx recognised the increased number of capitalists in \c\. Ill 
of Das KapitaU It is one of the numerous contradictions in that 
work. 
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sum saved by the humblest people — ^maid-servants, 
day labourers, factory workers, clerks, small officials, 
shop assistants, peasants — and invest it. The 
noble repudiation of the claims^ of Russian bond- 
holders by the Moscow Government, applaudvid by 
Socialists, hit no one so hard as these small people 
— the French proletariat. The channels of saving 
and investment are continually multiplying "and 
expanding. So far from the small and medium 
capitalists being driven down to the ranks of the 
proletariat, the modern movement is for the 
proletariat to become small and medium capitalists. 

The multiplication of income taxpayers up to 
millionairedom, in contradiction to Marx's concen- 
tration theory, cannot be denied ; but Socialists 
constantly refer to the formation of capitalist 
combines, trusts, S5mdicates, kartells, or whatever 
they may be called, as demonstrating the correctness 
of the theory. It does not ; this movement re- 
presents concentration of management, not of 
capital. In many cases, it is accompanied by a 
fresh diffusion of capital on a large scale and an 
increased number of shareholders. As for the 
disappearance of the small concern eaten up by 
the large one, it is completely disproved by a mass 
of statistics, of which I can only find space for a 
few. The number of smad (i-5 persons) and 
middle-sized (6-50 persons) concerns in Germany, 
the most rapidly developing State in the period 
covered by the censuses, was as follows ; 

1882 I095 1907 

Small . . . 2,882,768 2,934,723 3,124,198 
Middle . . 112,715 191,301 267,410 
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There are two movements going on together : 
(i) Increase in the size of concerns ; (2) Con- 
tinuous renewal of small concerns, which have 
increased, not diminished, in number. In tiie 
American statistics we get another category in 
the single-handed independent concern. These 
increased^in the United States between 1909 and 
1914 from 27,712 to 32,856, and the number of 
persons employed in small (1-5) con.cerns fro^i 
136,289- to 1^^0,971. These were the only two 
classes which increased their percentages of the 
total number. WtiB± really haj^pens, botli in the 
industrial and the commercial world, is that while 
large concerns do eat up some small onus tijuy at 
the same time breed others. Enterprising work- 
men set up for themseh'es, (i) to execute ru-pairs, 
and make (2) accessories ; (3) parts ; and enter- 
prising shop-assistants set up for themsulvos to 
sell particular classes of goods, whicii tliey 
thoroughly understand, in the ver}' neighbourhood 
of the large stores, where customers corigregnte. 
The process may be observed going on in large 
towns ; I have observed it for many years. Also 
the industrial development has iisuli reviv-ed the 
home-worker and the 'little master’ by the supply 
of electrical power, as in German}’ and France. Iii 
agriculture the case is still stronger ; tiie iiuinr>er 
of small holdings has everywhere iiioreased at the 
expense of the large. 

And if the facts disprove that side of tlie pff?dic- 
tion, the other, which postulatos increasing niiscrc, 
has been even mftre completely falsilieu. ilarx 
himself emphasised^ the ‘ moral and piivsical 

^Das Kapitalf Vc-i. I, pp. 
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regeneration ' of the Lancashire people through 
the Act of 1847, which was the first of a long series 
of factory laws. To maintain, as is still sometimes 
done, that the state of the wor^dng classes is no 
better than it used to be is to contend that noir^^only 
industrial and public health legislation but also 
municipal services,^ trade unions and co-operative 
societies have done nothing to improve conditions. 
But even the hardiest agitator does not affirm that 
conditions are worse, and every elderly workman 
knows that they have vastly improved. Speaking 
at an LL.P. Conference on April 12, 1924, Robert 
Smillie said that working conditions were much 
better to-day than they were formerly. 

The theory of increasing misery is, indeed, so 
untenable that it has long been formally abandoned 
and replaced by the singular theory of relative 
misery. What is relative misery? The meaning 
of ' misery ’ has never been defined, but it is wider 
than poverty. So, too, with the corresponding 
German terms Elend and Anmith, Elend geiteraUy 
conveys a sense of mental rather than bodily dis- 
tress, and so does misery ; the very word miser is 
applied to a pecuniarily rich, not a poor man. 
The theory of relative misery, put forward in 1901 
by Kautsky and Bebel to make the Marxian doc- 
trine square with the factSj implies that no matter 
how much better off you may be, you are more 
miserable than before if some one else is stiU better 
off. -AVhat a view of human nature ! 

But the pretence that Marx did not mean absolute 
miserj’ will not do. The expression in the Com- 
munist Manifesto is, ' The modem labourer sinks 
deeper and deeper below the conditions of his own 



MARX AKS> MARXISM 


^93 

class.’ Nor is it true that he and Engels withdrew 
this in the preface to the edition of 1872. They 
said that the programme at the end of Part if, 
dealing with revolutionary measures, and the 
remarks about v^ommunists and other parties, 
were antiquated; but they did not withdraw the 
increasing misery, which was tjie l}mch pin of the 
cl^^s chariot. Nor did Marx describe it as 
merely a tendency, which might be counteracted 
by other tendencies ; it was inevitable by the 
immanent laws of Capitalism. It is true that he 
also made the reference to the effects of the English 
Factory Act of 1847 quoted above ; but that does 
not save the theory. It is only one of the numerous 
inconsistencies, which baiised Bernstein to say 
that -one can prove anything out of Marx and 
Engels.’ 

The only version of the theory at all in keeping 
with the facts is that of relative poverty. It may 
be contended that to-day the very rich are farther 
than^ver removed from the poor. But that holds 
good only of the command of money, not of real 
wealth. Beyond a certain point the accumulation 
of money is of no practical use, as wise men have 
pointed out in every age ; it can be converted into 
no more of the necessaries, comforts, conveniences 
and even superfluous enjoyments of life, because 
the owners’ capacity for absorption is exhausted, 
and more money is nothing but a burden. From 
this point onwards the differentiation between 
rich and poor becomes purely arithmeticaJf and 
that is the case to-day with extreme riches. 

In all the things that matter there has been an 
increasing approximation, not separation, of class 
Om 
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conaitions. There has been a levelling up at one 
end and a levelling down at the other. It stares 
one in the face in visible matters of the hrst 
importance — chouses, clothes and locomotion. Per- 
haps the first affords the most striking Q-^ject 
lesson. No one to-day dreams of building a Blen- 
heim, a Chatswortlv or a Castle Howard ; and no 
one builds such cottages for labourers as represented 
the other end of the scale v'hen the palaces were 
reared. As for clothes, it is no longer possible, 
as it used to be, to distinguish clashes hy dothes, 
masculine or feminine. And locomotion. In the 
happy days before the arrival of modern capitalism 
only the rich could travel at all ; everj^’one else was 
limited to walking. Now all use the same con- 
veyances ; the only appreciable difference between 
first and third class on the railways is the relative 
amount of space, and if capitalists dash about by 
road in their own cars the proletariat do the sarnie 
in charabancs. To-day the poorest emigrants 
cross the Atlantic with all the speed and se«irity 
commanded by the rich, whose margin of superiority, 
ease and luxury is constantly diminishing. He 
that has eyes to see let him see 1 ) 

The theory of relative misery is no more tenable 
than the other, and the w'hole Marxian argument, 
tested by experience, crumbles away. The course 
of social development has not only diverged in 
certain details from the Marxian forecast, as 
Marxians admit ; it has broadly proceeded in the 
opposite direction. There must therefore be some- 
thing wrong with his reasoning, ^n truth it abounds 
in fallacies, which have been exposed by a whole 
stream of critics, more often dispassionate or 
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benevolent than hostile — Sombart's " army of moles ' 
previously mentioned. It has been done so often 
and so fuUy and has elicited such a feeble reply, 
containing little but a dogged repetition of the 
discredited formulas or counter-criticism of *' ortho- 
dox ' economics, that one might be excused from 
going over the same ground again. The v’eakness 
ofithe marginal utility theory of value, which must 
be fully admitted by any candid critic, does not 
make Marx's labour theory strong, as the Labour 
College' economists seem to suppose. Partly be- 
cause of this 'superabundance of criticism and partly 
because the aim of this book is rather historical and 
explanatory than critical, as I have said in the 
preface, I have approached the question on the 
other side. But having by an examination of the 
facts, necessarily brief, but capable of indefinite 
extension, reached the conclusion that there must 
be fallacies in the argument, w^hich has been so 
signally contradicted b}^ experience, I ought per- 
haps^ indicate their nature. 

The primary reason for Marx's failure to make 
theory correspond with fact was that he set out to 
prove a foregone conclusion — a conclusion ahead}- 
stated in the Communist Manifesto when he v^^as 
under the revolutionary spell and before he had 
made any serious study of economics at ail. His 
theme was the exploitation of labour, and his 
analysis of modem capitalist economy was directed 
to revealing the mechanism or process of exi^Ioita- 
tion. Hence his adoption of the labour theory 
of value in its nar^west form as the starting-point 
of his investigation. It puts him wrong at the 
outset. In order to make labour the sole source 
Om* 
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(apart from Nature), and the measure of value, he 
begins by omitting all goods or wares, whose 
market value is not affected by labour but is 
affected by their utility or capacity to satisfy some 
want and by their scarcity — such "as objects o:^^art, 
old books, furniture, wine, etc. 

Then he eliminate? the factor of utility or usefulness 
altogether. He argues that goods which ^exchange 
for one another in the market are equal in value 
-^so much wheat for so much blacking or silk or 
gold, or whatever it may be. This nieans that they 
must have something in common to them aU and 
present in equal quantity in each. What is it ? 
It cannot be their particular properties or qualities 
because these ‘ come into consideration only in 
so far as they make the things useful, that is, make 
use values of them. But on the other hand the 
exchange value of the goods obviously disregards 
their utility.^ Within the exchange relation of 
the goods — or for exchange purposes — one use 
value is just as good as another provided that it 
is present in the right proportion. ... As use 
values the goods are before everything of different 
qualities; as exchange values they can be only 
different quantities and consequently contain not 
an atom of use value.' 

If, then, he goes on, we disregard the use value 
of the article, they have only one property left, 
that of being the products of labour. But, he 
continues, if we take out the use value we mnst 
also take out the material properties which confer 

^ This sentence, which begs the whole question, and is here literally 
translated from the. original, is rendered by a rather obscure paraphrase 
in the current Engiisii version. 
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use value, and with these again the different kinds 
of labour embodied in them ; the latter must be 
all ' reduced to equal human labour, abstract, 
simple, human labour/ This constitutes their 
val^ie. It follows that use values or goods have 
value only because abstract human labour is realised 
or materialised in them. And»the amount of value 
iSi measured b}- the quantity of the valr.e-cro;iting 
substance, labour, embodied in them. Q.E.D. 

If one could suspect Marx of joking, whicb is 
impossible — shell elephantine piaviuliiess as calling 
the capitalist * Mr. MoneA'bags ' is the translator's, 
not Siarx's, little joke — one must suppose that he 
penned iliat argument with his tongue in his cheek ; 
for he understood logic very well, and a prettier 
specimen of the fallacy, pelitio pyiuoipii, or ’’ begging 
the question,' would be diincult to nnd. It con- 
sists in assuming the conclusion you are going to 
prove. Marx wants to prove that labour is the 
sole souj'ce and the measure of v’alue and lie d ‘^es 
it Iw taking out everything else. He says thvt 
because the utilities in diiierent article-s are ad 


different, they have for exchange piir])n5es no 
utility at all. Then why do they exchange ? Vou 
might just as well turn it round the other way and 
say that because the labour embodied in diderent 
articks is -different, one kind is as good as another 


for exchange purposes, and thL-r:jf«.u;o there is none 
at ail in tlum. But that would not suit his 
argument ; so instead of treativig tlie dilhcuit.}' ot 
different kinds of labour as he luas treated the 
different utilities^ that go with them, he re;:Iuccs 
them all to simple abstract iabour. Ob\';ousi\' 
the different utiiides c^m be treated in. the same 
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way arid reduced to simple abstract utility. He 
is obliged to admit a little lower down that use 
value is there after all : * Nothing can be a value 
(that is, exchange value) without being an object 
of utility (that is, having use value).' Of corurse 
it cannot, for if an article is of no use nobody wants 
it or will give an^J^tiiing for it. Utility is, in fact, 
a much more constant factor in exchan'^e vafae 
than labour. You may have exchange value with- 
out labour — as in the class of goo(;Js referred to 
above — and you may have labour that confers 
no exchange value, as in those useless articles 
just mentioned. Marx himself says so : ' If a 

thing is useless, so too is the labour embodied 
in it ; it does not count as labour and confers 
no value.' 

The last touch, that labour does not count as 
labour unless it confers utility — ^which has previously 
been eliminated when it did not suit the argument 
— ^is really grotesque, if not intended to be ironical. 
It is possible to prove anything if awkwarcJ^acts 
which do not accord with the conclusion can be 
disposed of by saying that they ‘ do not count/ 
Nothing counts in the Marxian system of economics 
unless it fits the desired conclusion. Wealth that 
does not consist of market goods does not count 
as wealth ; value that is not created by labour does 
not count as value, and labour that does not create 
value does not count as labour. It is not surprising 
that -one critic speaks of Marx’s ' hocus-pocus ' 
and his most brilliant living defender credits him 
with ' playful mystification/ Pkyful mystification 
indeed ! Such a description of the premisses to 
the great argument 011 which he spent sixteen 
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laborious years is more damaging than any direct 
condemnation. 

And this is only the beginning. The logical 
difficulties and contradictions in which ilarx 
ent^gles himsell from the outset increase as he 
goes on. But I have devoted too much space to 
him already and can only refer briefly to one or 
tvio further developments. 

We have got'" to this point — ^that goods which 
exchange for one another in the market are*of 
equivalent value, and that this is measured by the 
quantity of' abstract labour required to produce 
them under average conditions at the time, other- 
wise ' socially necessary * labour. It follows that 
they are all exchanged — ^bought and sold — at their 
real value. Where, then, does the capitalist's 
profit — ^w’^e are dealing with capitalist production 
— come from? If all the factors employed in 
production, including labour, are bought at their 
real value, and the product is sold at its real value, 
the imo must exactly coincide and there can be no 
profit. The originators of the theorj- of surplus 
value held, as I ha\'e shown, that profit was secured 
by deducting so much from the proper remunera- 
tion of labour, that is by paying workmen less ih in 
their true value. But in that case the law of equiva- 
lent values, according to which labour must be 
bought like other things at its rejJ value, would 
be violated. Here is a dilemma. 

Marx solved the problem by a discovery, which 
Engels extols as one of his greatest achievemomts ; 
namely that wh^t the capitalist buys and the 
labourer sells is not labour, but labour power, wiiich 
alone among commodities has tiie remarkable 
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property of creating more value than it possesses 
itself. In consequence of this property it is able 
to create surplus value for the capitalist, though 
he buys it at its real value, which-'is the cost of its 
production or re-production, that is the mS:in- 
tenance of the labourer and his family. So the 
law of equivalent values is preserved and yet profit 
accounted for. But of course the labourer Is 
exploited in the process. The capitalist buys his 
labour power for a day of so many ho?jrs, and pays 
its real value in the sense explained. But this 
value is earned by the labourer in less than the 
day's work — ^say in six hours out of twelve ; 
value created in the remaining six hours goes to 
the capitalist, who thus gets his profit out of that 
part of the day's work for which he pays nothing. 
So the exploiting is done, but concealed under the 
day's pay, which takes no account of paid and 
unpaid hours. 

It is not surprising that this argument, which 
sounds very convincing, should be popular ^ith 
Labour Socialists ; but it is rather surprising that 
other people should accept it so easily as they often 
do. In the first place the great discovery of labour 
power for labour is a great mare's nest. Labour 
power is just what the capitalist cannot buy because 
it is inseparable from the labourer's person, as 
Engels recognised in order to prove something else. 
The labourer not only brings it with him and takes 
it hoT^ again, but he also applies it himself and 
can VBiy the amount at pleasure. Now the essence 
of bujdng and selling is that the ttSng bought passes 
completely out of the possession of the seller into 
that of the buyer, who can do what he pleases with 
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it. But this is obviously not' the case wit-^ iafcour 
power. Marx assuiucs that it is, that the capitalist 
gets the Vvhcie of it and can dO what he pleases ’>vith 
it independently the mYi of its real owner. He 
say^ the labour power is just as much his as the 
oil he buys. He evidently had never heard of 
'ca'-canny/ v/hich is likety ei3cug'h, as he had no 
fii%t“hanv3. knowledge of industr}*. He never 
entered one of Tnose factories of which he wrote 
so much and ^new so httie. He seems to have got 
what he knew mainly from Engels, winch accounts 
for the excessive prominence of cotton spinning 
in his exposition ; and in that industry piece work 
and payment by results prevail. 

If the capitalist can bo said to buy anything it 
is the use of labour power for a given time ; but 
' the use of labour power/ says I\Iar>:, ' is labour 
itself/" So the great distinction disappears. But 
even the use of it is not at the disposal of the capi- 
talist, like the use of a machine ; the labourer s will 
remaSUs and, as we knovv very well from experience, 
if he is dissatisfied and does not choose to exon 
himself, the emploj^er does not get wiiat he lias 
bought. In truth the conception of labour or 
labour power as a " commodity ’ like aii_v other 
is fundamentally false and the cause of ciiakss 
trouble. The real relation is between human beings. 

However, apart from this, the ^Marxian tneory 
is clearly fallacious. How is it tliat the labourer 
is able to earn his value or cost of production or 
living (it is all one) in half a da}’? Only Docause 
of the means of^production provided. According 
to Marx, these count for nothing in the creation 

-Das Kapii&y, i, p. :33* 
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of value, yet he himself lays great stress on the 
enormous increase of productivity effected by 
technical developments, when he wants to prove 
that the capitalist gets ail the benefit and that 
labour is more and more exploited ' If living labour 
alone creates value, why should improved tools 
and processes have^such an effect? Why is the 
same labour able to produce so much more Agaki, 
Marx maintains that the machine" always loses in 
value as much as it yields in the product ; it merely 
replaces its own cost. Then why put in any 
machines? If, as he says, the capitalist cares for 
nothing but surplus value or profit, and labour 
power alone creates this, then why does the capitalist 
who, according to Marx, understands his business 
very well, why does he waste so much of his beloved 
profits on machinery which produces no surplus 
value ? Why does he always seek to replace 
labour, which makes profit for him, by machinery 
which does not ? The reply that machines make 
labour more intense is contrary to the facts. 

The same contradiction crops up in another form, 
when he proceeds a little farther in his analysis 
and divides capital into constant and variable. 
Constant represents machinery and variable repre- 
sents labour. Consequently, surplus value or profit 
should vary with the proportion in which these 
stand to each other ; the more variable capital 
employed in an industry relative to the constant, 
the greater the profit, and the other way round. 
But in practice it is not so, as Marx himself admits. 
He states the law thus : ‘ The ms^sses of value and 
surplus value produced by different capitals are, 
ccBteris paribus, directly proportionate to the size 
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of the variable part of snch capitals, that ^ 01 the 
part converted into living labour power/'' And 
then goes on immediate!}' :* ' This law plainly 

contradicts all experience based on appearances/’ 
wit 3 » examples thereof. But no explanation is 
attempted, though some of the usual gibes rire 
thrown at other economists for fiot explaining a con- 
trjivdiction they had not formulated. He evidently 
had not then thought out the explanation himself. 
Nor did he ever succeed in reconciling fact a'hd 
theory,' for when the promised explanation occurred 
in Vol. Ill it threw over the tlieory, and admitted 
the identity of appearance and fact. lYoiits do 
not vary according to the composition of the 
capital employed, but are evened out by com- 
petition. Consequent!}’, goods are not sold at irieir 
value, but at an average rate profit, whic’n is 
no longer surplus value but becomes part of the 
cost of production. 

This contradiction lias been more discussed than 
any ’wher point in the Jlarxian thcor}', and many 
futile attempts ha,ve bec-n made, to explain it away. 
The most unfortunate of all is that of Engels, who 
said that the law of ^’aliie did hold good before the 
fifteenth century, that is in the pre-capitalist 
period 1 That is giving Marxism awny with a 
vengeance; for the v/hole point of the great economic 
analysis is that it is an invesiigatioii of modem 
capitalism, which diiiers from all pre\’ious systems. 
If the law’ of value holds good of tiii-in, of 

capitalism, it has no relevance to tiio inquiry at all, 
and the whole lihing falls to pieces. Nothing 
could show more clearly the hopeless niudole into 

^ Das Kapital, Vol. I, p. 255* 
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which Sfarx had worked himself in trying to prove 
his foregone conclusion than the plight of his faithful 
disciple and interpreter, thus driven to abandon the 
position reached with so much toA and pains. 

Nor was this the only case of retreat. It wasTthe 
fate of poor Engels to be compelled to water down 
other pronouncem&ts essential to the logical 
structure they had built together. The mSst 
important is the materialist conception of histo^, 
according to which economic conditions determine 
all other human activities and institutions, so that 
* all social and political changes issue not from 
men's brains, but from changes in the modes of 
production and exchange ' ; whence the class war. 
He likened this law of social evolution, for which 
he gave Marx the whole credit, to the physical 
law of the conservation of energy, but did not 
explain where the changes in production and 
exchange came from, if they did not come out of 
men's brains. However, near the end of his life 
he greatly modified the law and admittecf^that 
political, juridical, philosophic theories and religious 
views influenced the course of historical struggles, 
and in many cases determined their form. He 
still clung to the economic basis, but allowed that 
the various intellectual activities re-acted on it." 

As an economist Marx suffered from two weak- 
nesses, apart from the initial handicap of having 
the ready-made thesis of exploitation to sustain. 
He did not recognise the psychological or subjec- 
tive element and the true part played by utility 
in determining value ; and he faSed to appreciate 
the function of the enterpriser in initiating and 
"Letters of 1890, 1895. 
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conducting an industrial concern. In vV/. i of 
Das Kapital he makes only a few poriunctory 
references to the element of supervision, as a thing 
of small account tjiougli necessary : in Vol. Ill this 
sliglAing attitude is somewhat amended. He dis- 
cusses the distinction between interest on capital 
and enterprisers’ profit, and say^ that ' the exploita- 
tidh of ^roducti^e labour costs effort/' and that 
' the labour of exploitation is just as much labour 
as the labour ^hat is exploited.' But to him it*is 
stiU only exploitation. He evidently had no con- 
ception of the real part plaj-ed b}" what Fourier 
called ' talent ' and later economists ' ability ’ in 
conducting industrj^ It is far more than ‘ manage- 
ment ' or ' supervision,' which was ail that Marx 
could see. To him all the material factors in produc- 
tion are ready made ; he takes them for granted. 
True, the capitalist has to buy them, but he assumes 
that anybody who has the money can do that. 
Marx ignores, probably because he kne^^' notiiir!;.':' 
abou?*^hem, the multifarious functions of organisa- 
tion and co-ordination, the planning of the whoL 
thing, the position and lay-out of the tvorks, tlic 
selection and procuring of tools and engines, the 
designing of the product, the aiTang^'ment of pro- 
cesses, the selection and purchase vi raw inaterials, 
the disposal of the product. 

If Marx had understood these operations and the 
knowledge, judgment aiid ofort rrquired to make 
them successful it mig'nt have occurred to iliat 
the surplus value produced over and abo'/e the 
combined cost the means of prodiuciion was 
created by the combination, and that the all 
important" thing was the right combination, not 
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any"" nTyisterious property in labour power, which 
producet, no surplus with a wrong combination 
and may be changed over and over again without 
making any difference with right one. An 
illustration used more than once by Marx (C will 
bring out the omission in his view of the productive 
factors. He likens-, an industrial concern to an 
orchestra, in which the directing authority — 
required, he admits, by all combined labour on a 
large scale — ^is the conductor. In capitalist industry 
the place of the conductor is taken by Capital, 
whose function it is to direct, superintend and 
adjust. He forgot that in the orchestra there is 
someone behind the conductor and of far more 
importance — ^namely, the composer. And in 
industry, too, there is a composer, on whom far 
more depends than on all the other factors. An 
orchestra may, it is true, go on playing the same 
music indefinitely, but if there is to be any change, 
any progress, any novelty, the creative mind is 
needed again ; and so it is in industry. it 

may be added, the creative mind must be free to 
do its work. 

To sum up, Marx was not a great thinker, but a 
great agitator — ^an agitator of the pen ; and it is 
in that capacity he lives although his system is in 
ruins. ^ He had some of the gifts of a great thinker, 
but lacked the most important of all — originality. 
No weU-informed student any longer claims for 
him the power of really original thought. Even 
the idea of ‘ Labour power ' he seems to have got 
from Hobbes, whom he quote&r on the subject. 

^ Since writing this I have learnt that Mr. Beer has expressed a 
similar opinion. 
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But besides lack of originality his temf^rraAeni 
was incompatible with the character and^iunction 
of the philosopher or pure thiilker. There is abun- 
dant evidence in his own writings and in tlie testi- 
mor^y of men wio knew him, including IMazzini 
and Bakunin/ that he was intellectually vain, over- 
bearing, ^intolerant, jealous, suspidiRiS, andi eager 
foi^ recognition. ^These are not the qualities of a 
great thinker. great namic in the wliole liistort- 
of thought cqji be cited as an example of tlieifi ; 
they are entirely foreign to the character. But 
they are just" the qualities that have been exhibited 
by many an agitator. 

It is an arguable proposition that the agitatc-r's 
function is the higher of the two. I shall noi argue 
it, but will merely obser^^e that agitation may be 
destructive or constructive, and that only ihe 
latter is of value to mankind ; and the JIarxian 
agitation was essentially destructive. He fore- 
told and urged tlie overthrow of the existing order 
of scisasity, but refused to give any guidanci- for the 
building up of the new. The essential c!:ange 
involved was the ticinsference of tlio means of 
production from private to common ownership, 
which was the original object of the nrsc St;cialist 
society in England, as described in Chapter il. 
The difference of the Marxian conc^rption lay in tl-e 
assumed inevitability of the process and ir: me 
instniment for carrt'ing i: out, namely tIo.- eh'-ss 

He eaTIed me a iinA '"'ir r *7 ■ U;-.: 

him a vain man, ivj-rij-.iionr ai-d .irU".. an i 1 v. 

‘A man of acute but irit, * f ;r ; r;.::rr 

and jealous of the of otiv':.-. la '■ii- i. 

in philosophical nor re’:i-;ious truths a:- - ; .■ ■ -.i'. 

oulwci.chs love in his hfiu't ’ iMa-tziui.. Other v;or;te;:.p;::’ary 
are sliil more severe. 
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waF, <f'ke task laid down for Socialists w^as to 
arouse ‘and cultivate class feeling, to inculcate, 
foster and promote the class war by every means. ^ 

On this purely destructive aim of ' Down with 
Capitalism ! ' and on this alone^ all were agreed. 
Endless differences about the manner of achieving 
it arose and persisted ; nor could there be any 
finality, since warrant for every method, /from /he 
most gentle and gradual to the-^host sudden and 
vfolent, could be found in the ambiguous and 
inconsistent views of Marx and “Engels/ whose 
sacred writings were the ultimate authority. The 
microscopic examination, to which they have been 
subjected by rival exponents for recent contro- 
versial purposes between Bolsheviks and Social 
Democrats, shows that they, sometimes took one 
view and sometimes another ; they agreed neither 
with each other nor with themselves, but swayed 
backwards and forwards. 

On the constructive side — on the form which 
the new economic order was to take after thfii,p;B.boli- 
tion of Capitalism, stiU greater uncertainty prevailed 
because they said verj^ little about it, and what they 
did say was very vague. The proletariat were 
to seize political power, whether by force or by 

^ Some ingenious person, knowing that the cult of the class war is 
obnoxious to many Socialists in this country, has recently promulgated 
a new reading of it, according to which it is not waged' by ‘ Labour/ 
but by the ‘ r^ing classes ’ against ‘ Labour.* This completely re\'erses 
the ideas of the originators and preachers of the class war. 'I'he 
declared aim of the Communist JManifesto is the ‘ forcible overthrow 
of exis;ting social conditions,* and so late as i8go Engels called the 
Socialist movement ‘ the attack on the ruling classes,’ adding that 
the Socialism of 1SS7 was almost identical with that of the Communist 
Manifesto. Since the entire mass of enablin.ai-aiid remedial legislation, 
which, it is admitted, has greatly strengthened ‘ Labour,’ has been 
passed in every country by the ‘ ruling classes,’ their method of waging 
war is certainly peculiar- 
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constitutional means, establish a dictators^iv-'j ^jrest 
ownership from the bourgeoisie, who Vv'i^uld dis- 
appear, after which the St^ite, as an organ of 
authority, was to ' wither awaj* ' — Srint-Simon's 
old jdea in anoth<ar fonn. This iorecnsi is sketched 
in very misty outline and tells us nothing of tlie 
futurQ^ organisation of society ^and the manner in 
which ^onomic life would be carried on. The 
excuse for silence on a matter so important and so 
necessary in order to convince reasoning minds-^of 
the desira.bility of the change was that, according 
to the dialec-tical method, the coming of the fature 
state was inevitable, and therefore to describe it 
would be a useless and supcriluous undortaki]:g. 
Why the same argument does not apph' to liie 
destructive class war ^campaign is not apparent. 

Nevertheless, both Marx and Eng(::5 did hero and 
there discuss certain probdeins of the future and 
drop a few indications of what they expected. So 
far as these go, they exhibit a degree of 'Utc*pia!:ism 
far .^ceding that of any of tlieir despised pre- 
decessors. 

Take, for insta-ice, workshop control and dis- 
cipline ; how would tliey be managed in a. state (.'-f 
perfect equality? Marx thought that discipline, 
wiiich is necessary under Capiralisin, would be 
superiluous in a society whore workmen worl: on 
their owm account;, as it is almost sv;]:-oriiuoiis to- 
day on piecew'ork. - Pingels, \vl:o kiic-w more 
w'orks’ management and the co-ordinaiion n<:'i:es- 
sary for the conduct of industry, took a difiereni 
view. He did not discard discipline, but got round 
the diSicuity hy abolishiing tlie ditiorentiatiou ui 

' S.-uS lill, p. 
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func’5:ioi>?;‘- Work, he says, will be a pleasure ; 
managers- and tub-shovers will change places every 
half-hour, and in this-way the labourer will submit 
to discipline for a short time in order to direct the 
work himself immediately afterwards.^ He ^had 
the delightful vision of every man as an equally 
capable Jack-of-aU-trades, ready to play the -archi- 
tect and wheel the barrow alternately. ^ 

Further, there would be no m'atket, no buying 
and selling, and consequently no money. Pro- 
duction and consumption would be exactly balanced 
and, in the language of economics, exchange value 
would disappear and only use value be left. The 
time required for the production of the various 
commodities would be fixed by ' society,' which 
would also distribute the labour power and means 
of production to the different branches of industry. 
How these proceedings would be carried on with- 
out the re-introduction of authority and discipline 
is not explained. The Bolsheviks, who have tried 
the experiment, have made some discoveries-s^bout 
it. 

To continue, distribution and consumption would 
be carried on under the system by means of labour 
notes. Every man would receive a note entitling 
him to draw from the communal stores an amount 
corresponding to the labour time he had put in.® 
Here we have a combination of the Saint-Simonian 
principle, ' From each according to his capacity, 
to each according to his works,' with Owen's system 
of labour exchanges. 

^ AnU'-Diikringf pp. 213, 320. 

® Marx, de la Pkiloso-phie, p. 54 ; Das Kopifal, II, p. 331, 

m. p, 3SS ; Engels, Anti-Diihring, pp. 335-6. 
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But neither recognised the principle 
^which was to be established by tire Marsia’/sj-ste’/n! 
*How was actual equality o» consuniption to be 
secured between individuals of unequal capaci:-.- 
und|r a system of*equai pay for equal work. 
recognised the difficulty : * * 

■ ' ^ . *r 

' Th% right oi the producers is in proportio:: 
to the. work ra^dered ; equaiitj- consists in their 
being subject to the same measure — ^namviy, 
work. But^one man is physicaih’ and mentahy 
superior to another, and, consequently, dees 
more work in the same time, or can work a longer 
time ; and work, if it is to be the measure, must 
be estimated in proportion to its length, or in- 
tensity. This equal right is unequal right for 
unequal work. It recognises no class distinc- 
tion, because everj?' worker is in the same posirie-rj. 
but it tacitly recognises the unequal endowment 
and capability as natural prhileges. It i.-, 
the^^fore, a right of inequality.' 

This passage occurs in a prsthumously piibiishet! 
letter written in 1S75, and criticising the Gotim 
programme. It shows that Marx aniicipated iht; 
familiar criticism based on natural in.oqu;ility, and 
that fact ought to be knowm to students of Socialism. 
But what was his solution of the problem? Tha: 
these natural privileges of unequal capacity arc 
due to Capitalist society {not to Nature), and must 
be put up with in the first stage of Coinmunlbt 
society ; bj^t in ^higher stage they will disappear, 
and absolurte equality will prevail — ^not only social, 
but mental and physical equality. To which vision 



212 , SOCIALIST MOVEMENT 

ma]/ v€\ added another hardly less remarkable 
transformation. The distinction between town and 
country wiU be abolished.^ What would happen* 
to the seaports and river-side towns we are not told, 
but perhaps the distinction betw^ land and 'v^ater 
will also be abolished. Nothing seems impossible 
in this wonderful communist society, in whi^^men 
wiU aU be exactly equal in body and mind.^T^ ^ 
One cannot help reflecting th^t Marx was ior- 
tupate in not living in a society in which all his 
contemporaries would have been Kis intellectual 
equals. 


^Engels, Anii‘Duhnngt p. 314. 



